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Abstract 
The motives of an entrepreneur play an important role in the formation of a new venture idea 
(McMullen & Shepherd, 2006). It is often implicitly assumed in entrepreneurship research 
that entrepreneurs are entirely self-interested and seek to maximize profits and thus their new 
venture ideas will always be profit-oriented (Van de Ven, Sapienza, & Villanueva, 2007). 
However, there is ample evidence that altruism is a universal and powerful human motive 
(Bowles & Gintis, 2011). Nonetheless, despite the presence of altruism, most entrepreneurs 
do start profit-oriented businesses with barely any goals to enhance social welfare (Terjesen, 
Lepoutre, Justo, & Bosma, 2012).  
Human cognitions and behaviours are not determined by motives alone. Social norms also 
need to be taken into account (Berger & Luckmann, 2011; Cialdini & Trost, 1998). 
Prospective entrepreneurs, when generating a new venture idea, are subject to the norms of 
the market. These norms of the market are manifested in the standard practices of businesses 
and are, in most industries, based on the central logic of profit-maximization (Pache & 
Santos, 2013). Most businesses follow these norms and, consequently, the business sector is 
homogenized (Meyer & Rowan, 1977).  
Isomorphism explains why entrepreneurs follow norms and adopt standard practices. There 
are two types of isomorphism that are active during the formation of a new venture idea. 
Mimetic isomorphism entails the copying of standard practices so as to avoid risk with 
experimentation. Coercive isomorphism threatens the deprivation of legitimacy and funding 
if a new venture idea is divergent from the norm (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). These 
isomorphic pressures maintain the strength of the profit-maximization norm.  
In most industries, the vast majority of organizations are for-profit businesses; in these 
industries, the mimetic and coercive isomorphic pressures to follow the profit-maximization 
norm can be expected to be strong. However, there are certain industries such as health and 
education, where a significant number of nonprofit organizations exist alongside for-profit 
businesses (Lyons, 2009). The mimetic and coercive isomorphic pressures to follow the 
profit-maximization norm can be expected to be weaker in these heterogeneous industries as 
established alternative practices would be more widely known and accepted (Oliver, 1991). 
Given the variation in the strength of the profit-maximization norm, it is hypothesized that 
the stronger the profit-maximization norm is perceived to be in an industry by an 
entrepreneur, the less socially-oriented her new venture idea will be. Importantly, it is also 
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predicted that the norm moderates the expression of altruism in the new venture idea, i.e. a 
stronger norm results in greater suppression of altruism. Lastly, it is also proposed that work 
experience in nonprofit organizations makes it more likely for a potential entrepreneur to 
generate a socially-oriented venture idea and that this work experience lowers the influence 
of the profit-maximization norm on the idea.  
Method 
This study employs a survey instrument administered to 197 postgraduate students – a sample 
that is theoretically relevant as a group of potential entrepreneurs. In the survey, participants 
are asked to generate a venture idea based on 3D-printing technology and describe their idea. 
Open-ended questions were designed to capture specific aspects of the idea in order to gauge 
its social orientation – the venture ideas were later rated for social orientation by two 
researchers. This method of capturing venture ideas generated in real-time is based on 
Grégoire, Shepherd, and Schurer-Lambert (2010). After generating and describing their 
venture idea, participants were asked to indicate how strong they perceived the profit-
maximization norm to be in their target industry – this indicated isomorphic pressures. Later 
questions collected information about the target industry for the idea, work experience, and 
altruism. Scales for altruism and the profit-maximization norm that are pertinent to social 
entrepreneurship were developed and incorporated into the survey. Hierarchical linear 
regression was performed in order to test the main- and moderation-effect hypotheses. 
Findings and Implications 
The results confirm that greater altruism leads to more socially-oriented venture ideas. There 
is also support for the hypothesis that the profit-maximization norm makes new venture ideas 
less socially oriented. Moreover, the study finds evidence in support of the hypothesis that the 
profit-maximization norm moderates the expression of altruim in the generation of a new 
venture idea. Although the results did not support that experience in the nonprofit sector leads 
to more socially-oriented venture ideas, they did indicate that such experience moderates the 
influence of the profit-maximization norm on the new venture idea. 
This study contributes to both the entrepreneurship literature and the institutional theory 
literature. To the best of the author’s knowledge, this study is the first to examine the social 
orientation of new venture ideas, elucidating the factors that influence social orientation. As 
far as institutional theory is concerned, this study answers calls for empirical research on the 
microfoundations of institutions – based on the notion that institutions are produced and 
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reproduced at the individual level (Powell & Colyvas, 2008). It does so by exploring the 
constraining effect of dominant institutions on the motives of social actors and the mitigating 
effect of alternative institutions. 
There are many social problems in the world that remain unaddressed or under-addressed. 
The private sector can play an important role in alleviating such problems through social 
entrepreneurship. This study finds that there are institutional factors that constrain altruistic 
motives during the generation of a new venture idea and consequently restrict social 
entrepreneurship. The discovery of such constraints is the first step towards reducing hitherto 
unidentified restrictions on social entrepreneurship. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
1.1 Introduction 
The turn of the millennium represents an era of unprecedented reliance on businesses for 
production and fulfillment of unmet needs around the world (Baumol, 1996; Harvey, 2005). 
As much as the burgeoning private sector signals the triumph of the entrepreneurial spirit, it 
is not without its limitations when it comes to meeting needs – at least in its current guise 
(Porter & Kramer, 2011). This limitation is perhaps best surmised by the term ‘market 
failure.’ 
Market failure1 here refers to the tendency of the private sector to ignore unprofitable social 
needs and instead only target profitable needs (Austin, Stevenson, & Wei‐Skillern, 2006). For 
example, it is rare to find businesses that aim to tackle homelessness despite it being a major 
social problem in the developed and the developing world alike (Cross, Seager, Erasmus, 
Ward, & O'Donovan, 2010). Homelessness, of course, is only one of countless under-
addressed social problems. On the other hand, despite an abundant supply of fashion products 
and mobile phone apps, entrepreneurs flock to provide their own version in the hope that their 
product appeals to enough consumers, who are already spoilt by choice. It is not because of a 
lack of unmet needs that businesses do not target unprofitable social problems as social 
problems and concomitant needs are plentiful; it is a matter of profitability. 
Tackling unprofitable social problems is left to the government and the Third Sector – the 
sector of nonprofit organizations. However, the government and the Third Sector have their 
own limitations. ‘Governmental failure’ in adequately addressing unprofitable social 
problems stems from a lack of political will, corruption, and the inefficiency and 
ineffectiveness resulting from central planning and bureaucracy (Dees, 2007; Steinberg, 
2006). Nonprofits rely on a finite pool of government grants and private donations for which 
competition is intense and, therefore, are limited in both scope and scale (Froelich, 1999). 
All this paints a fairly bleak picture, one of helplessness where the answers to a plethora of 
social problems seem out of reach – and systemically so. However, there does seem to be a 
ray of hope emanating from a direction that has been dismissed perhaps a bit too hastily by 
1 The term “market failure” is used here to signify the shortcomings of the market system when it comes to 
solving social problems. It is not used here as it may be used in economics to refer to inefficient markets. 
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 some: from the same private sector that is purported to be amoral and inherently uninterested 
in taking on the endemic social problems of our time. A novel but fervent academic interest 
in a recently recognized phenomenon called ‘social entrepreneurship’ has uncovered an 
altruistic side of the private sector that is analogous to the dark side of the moon: very much a 
part of the private sector but, hitherto, largely in the intellectual shadow (Dees, 1998; Mair & 
Marti, 2006). Now that light has been shone on social entrepreneurship – still quite dimly for 
some (Mueller, Nazarkina, Volkmann, & Blank, 2011) – the phenomenon is beginning to 
grow, at least partly because of its recognition and promotion by those championing this 
previously unforeseen force for social good that does not require an overhaul of the capitalist 
system (Harding, 2004; Nicholls, 2010; Shumate, Atouba, Cooper, & Pilny, 2014). 
It is now apparent that, empirically, businesses fall anywhere on a continuum between profit-
maximizing and social-welfare-maximizing (Austin, et al., 2006); most cluster towards the 
profit-maximizing end today, however (Terjesen, et al., 2012). Profit-oriented businesses do 
create social welfare by providing employment and satisfying customer needs for their 
particular products or services (Harris, Sapienza, & Bowie, 2009). However, such social 
welfare is often a by-product of operating the business; the financial bottom-line invariably 
takes precedence (Townsend & Hart, 2008). Social enterprises, on the other hand, answer to a 
double bottom-line – financial and social – with social welfare outcomes integral to the 
organizational mission (Tracey, Phillips, & Jarvis, 2011; Zahra, Gedajlovic, Neubaum, & 
Shulman, 2009). This double bottom-line may not always be formalized but is usually 
evident in the intentions and actions of the social entrepreneur, where the entrepreneur 
deliberately sacrifices profit – directly or indirectly – for the social good (Dees, 1998). For 
example, this is done by setting prices in a way that aims to achieve social rather than purely 
economic goals, by taking less profitable but more altruistic operational decisions such as 
employing the disabled, by incorporating charitable donations into the business model, and so 
on (Williams & Nadin, 2013). Moreover, problems addressed through social entrepreneurship 
need not be as pressing as poverty and crime; opening a recreational center or a socially-
oriented café in order to promote community togetherness also counts as social 
entrepreneurship. In essence, social enterprises set out to create social welfare and utilize the 
market mechanism to do so (Mair & Marti, 2006). 
It is important to emphasize that there is no black-and-white separation of social 
entrepreneurship and commercial entrepreneurship; the concept of the degree of social 
orientation – a sort of grayscale – is more important here not only because it captures the 
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 diversity of private enterprises on the ground but also because it is the basis for this study 
(Mueller, et al., 2011; Zahra, et al., 2009). The term ‘social enterprise’ is used loosely here to 
facilitate exposition; the term is used to refer to ventures that explicitly aim to create social 
welfare as an integral part of their organizational mission. 
This spectrum of altruism across the private sector is challenging traditional notions of 
incentive and motive in entrepreneurship. The assumption that entrepreneurs are simply after 
profit is behind the ready resignation that the market cannot be a platform for tackling 
unprofitable social problems (Steinberg, 2006). Neoclassical economics – the dominant 
paradigm in economic theory – reinforces this view by painting all entrepreneurs as driven 
purely by profit; hence, business decisions are always profit-maximizing (Brown & Slivinski, 
2006; Perry, 2000). This perspective also permeates much of entrepreneurship research (Van 
de Ven, et al., 2007). While the profit motive undoubtedly plays a key role in 
entrepreneurship, leaving other motivations such as altruism completely out of the picture 
goes a long way in framing market failure as inevitable, inherent, and intransigent. 
Market failure is a real phenomenon but not to the extent that neoclassical economics implies. 
According to the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM), depending on the geographical 
region, about 2% to 5% of the adult population is engaged in social entrepreneurship2; in 
comparison, about 5% to 17% of the adult population is involved in commercial 
entrepreneurship (Terjesen, et al., 2012). Generally speaking, social entrepreneurship is rare 
compared to commercial entrepreneurship in most countries but there are a few countries 
where it is more common; for example, social entrepreneurship accounts for about a fifth of 
the total entrepreneurship activity in Switzerland, Colombia, and Peru (Terjesen, et al., 2012). 
This indicates that social entrepreneurship activity is certainly not peripheral to the extent that 
it can simply be brushed aside as a negligible exception to the rule. Further, as 
aforementioned, there are signs that the phenomenon is growing (Terjesen, et al., 2012). This 
emergence of social entrepreneurship necessitates a reconceptualization of the market. 
Clearly, the market mechanism by itself does not prevent a business from being socially 
oriented, as revealed by the presence of thousands of market-based social enterprises 
2 Social entrepreneurship activity here includes ventures that are legally nonprofit but generate income from 
selling goods and services and ventures that are legally for-profit but with a social mission that is explicit and 
considered an integral part of the organizational mission; excluded are  NGOs and other nonprofit ventures that 
rely solely on grants and donations. Commercial entrepreneurship activity includes ventures that are for-profit 
without any particularly social objective. Entrepreneurship activity – both social and commercial – only includes 
nascent or young firms, which means that the entrepreneur has taken concrete steps to start a business or is 
already an owner-manager of a new business that is no more than 42 months old. 
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 (Terjesen, et al., 2012). Granted, a venture cannot ignore economic viability and thus there is 
a natural limit to how much it can focus on social goals – it cannot focus its efforts almost 
entirely on social objectives like a grant-based nonprofit can (Dees, 1998). Nevertheless, the 
market does not limit its social orientation to the extent that the venture cannot make telling 
social impact – the Grameen Bank made a tremendous social impact through its microfinance 
program, for example (Mair & Marti, 2006; Yunus & Yusus, 1998). If market-based ventures 
can be as socially oriented as the Grameen Bank, why are social enterprises so rare compared 
to profit-oriented businesses? It is likely that the answer is related to the motives of 
entrepreneurs. However, as entrepreneurs are not atomized individuals but rather embedded 
in society, motives can furnish only part of the answer (Aldrich, 2005; Granovetter, 1985). 
Social norms can also be expected to play an important role in entrepreneurial decisions 
(Cialdini & Trost, 1998; Mitchell et al., 2002). In fact, an investigation of the simultaneous 
consideration of motives and social norms is likely to provide a more complete answer 
(Vandenabeele, 2007).  
As far as motive is concerned, the obvious choice when studying social entrepreneurship in 
juxtaposition to commercial entrepreneurship is altruism. Thus, the next chapter will 
elaborate on how altruism influences entrepreneurship and how it may lead to social 
entrepreneurship. In regards to norms, they generally derive from institutions and the 
principal institution for entrepreneurship is the market (Alford & Friedland, 1985; Berger & 
Luckmann, 2011). As will be discussed in the next chapter, the central logic of the current 
market system is profit-maximization (Pache & Santos, 2013); therefore, the norm examined 
in this research is the norm of profit-maximization, wherein entrepreneurs adopt business 
practices that are profit-maximizing within legal bounds. Hence, this research explores the 
role of altruism and the profit-maximization norm in entrepreneurship. Specifically, the stage 
of entrepreneurship that will be examined is the emergent stage – the new venture idea – 
because it provides the first indication of social entrepreneurship (Davidsson, 2015).   
Importantly, this study also analyzes the interaction between altruism and the profit-
maximization norm in the formation of a new venture idea with attention to the potential 
moderating effect of the norm on altruism during the generation of the idea – discussed in 
detail in the next chapter. In addition, as social entrepreneurship is historically closely 
associated with the Third Sector (Dees, 1998; Steinberg, 2006), work experience in the Third 
Sector is also considered as a possible factor in the formation of socially-oriented venture 
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 ideas. This study also explores whether familiarity with the Third Sector and its attendant 
norms moderates the effect of the profit-maximization norm on the new venture idea. 
1.2 Overview of method 
This study employs a survey instrument administered to potential entrepreneurs. Postgraduate 
students – sample size of 197 – represent potential entrepreneurs. Postgraduate students are 
more likely to get involved in both commercial and social entrepreneurship than the average 
adult (Harding & Cowling, 2006; Terjesen, et al., 2012). Although student samples have been 
argued by some as being inappropriate for certain types of entrepreneurship research, 
Shepherd and DeTienne (2005) note that postgraduate students make adequate surrogates for 
entrepreneurs in terms of decision-making, especially if the research is about analyzing 
cognitive processes as this research is. 
In the survey, participants are initially asked to generate a new venture idea based on 3D-
printing technology and describe their idea. Open-ended questions were designed to capture 
specific aspects of the idea in order to gauge its social orientation – the venture ideas were 
later rated for social orientation by two researchers. This method of capturing venture ideas 
generated in real-time is based on Grégoire, Shepherd, and Schurer-Lambert (2010), who also 
asked entrepreneurs to generate venture ideas based on 3D-printing technology, which 
provides a wide array of possible ideas and is thus particularly suited to this study. Measures 
for the relevant variables were also included in the survey after the aforementioned open-
ended questions – these measures are outlined in detail in the ‘Method’ section after the next 
chapter. 
1.3 Overview of theoretical contribution 
This study contributes to research on social entrepreneurship. Social entrepreneurship 
research is at a nascent to intermediate stage and empirical research on the topic is only 
recently occurring (Edmondson & McManus, 2007; Lumpkin, Moss, Gras, Kato, & 
Amezcua, 2013). This study seeks to confirm the importance of certain established constructs 
such as altruism and Third Sector experience in social entrepreneurship. However, part of the 
novelty of this study comes from the inclusion of norms along with motives. Norms have a 
strong influence on cognition and behavior (Cialdini & Trost, 1998) but have yet to come into 
the spotlight in social entrepreneurship research – most of the focus is on motives and 
biographies of  social entrepreneurs (Germak & Robinson, 2014; Renko, 2013; Shumate, et 
al., 2014). This study attempts to bring a highly pertinent and influential norm to the fore – 
5 
 
 the norm of profit-maximization. Importantly, this is the first study as far as the author is 
aware that examines the process of venture idea generation in the context of social 
entrepreneurship and explores relevant factors that influence the social orientation of the 
venture idea. In this way, this study seeks to uncover a new understanding of the emergent 
stage of entrepreneurship – the new venture idea – in regards to the social orientation of the 
venture idea. 
This study also contributes to the wider entrepreneurship literature in its exploration of the 
characteristics of new venture ideas. Most entrepreneurship researchers have conceived of the 
emergent stage of entrepreneurship as a stage where an ‘opportunity’ is discovered and thus 
the few empirical studies of new venture ideas have been mostly limited to those that already 
hint at future success – implied by the term ‘opportunity’ (Davidsson, 2015). This study is 
different in that it does not assume that new venture ideas will necessarily succeed in the 
future; it allows for ideas that may also fail and, by doing so, captures the true nature of 
venture-idea-generation, where the entrepreneur does not know if the idea will be successful 
until it is executed in reality. The use of ‘new venture idea’ instead of ‘opportunity’ allows 
for this freedom from pre-determinism (Davidsson, 2015). Therefore, the research design 
does not limit ideas to a set of pre-conceived opportunities and thus gives the participants 
greater freedom in generating ideas from the 3D Printer technology. In this way, this research 
reveals the variety of forms that new venture ideas can take and, importantly, how such ideas 
scatter along the continuum of social-orientation, which is a novel consideration in 
entrepreneurship research.  
This research also contributes to institutional theory by answering calls to investigate the 
microfoundations of institutions – i.e. the enactment of institutions at the individual level 
(Powell & Colyvas, 2008; Vandenabeele, 2007). This is done by exploring the constraining 
effect of institutions on motives and the role of alternative institutions in buffering such 
constraints. Theoretical contributions will be discussed in greater detail in the ‘Discussion’ 
chapter. 
1.4 Practical implication 
The world has many unaddressed and under-addressed social problems as a result of market 
failure and government failure (Steinberg, 2006). If businesses became more altruistic, they 
would contribute not only to economic growth but also to the alleviation of endemic social 
problems, big and small. Examining possible constraints to businesses becoming altruistic is 
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 the first step towards liberating entrepreneurs and businesses from such constraints. 
Ultimately, as Wiklund, Davidsson, Audretsch, and Karlsson (2011, p. 7) observe: by 
exploring “issues that really matter,” such research not only contributes to progressing 
scholarship but also to “making the world a better place.” 
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Chapter 2: Literature review 
2.1 Introduction 
This chapter firstly delves into the literature to identify and define the relevant constructs and 
to develop arguments that form the basis of this study. This is followed by a section where 
specific testable hypotheses are developed based on the literature review; the overall 
conceptual framework is also outlined in a visual format.  
2.2 Literature review 
Entrepreneurship, first and foremost, is a process of formation of a new venture and therefore 
has both a beginning and an end (Davidsson, 2005; Low & MacMillan, 1988). Some 
entrepreneurial efforts succeed in establishing a full-fledged business while others cease 
prematurely but they all invariably start with a new venture idea (Davidsson, 2015). The 
venture idea gives an early indication of the type of venture that will emerge – if further 
pursued – by revealing the future venture’s likely industry, customer base, mission and so on 
(Hougaard, 2004). The new venture idea, therefore, is the seed and the essence of 
entrepreneurship. 
In his seminal study, Shane (2000) showed that the potential entrepreneur’s prior knowledge 
of markets and customer problems is the source of a new venture idea; the idea is a creative 
synthesis of this prior knowledge and new information about an external enabler such as 
technology. McMullen and Shepherd (2006) built on Shane’s insight by adding a 
motivational component to the idea-generation mechanism. They argued that a potential 
entrepreneur is motivated to solve a particular problem and this motivation drives her to 
selectively consider certain features of the external enabler – such as technology – and 
combine it with selectively retrieved pieces of prior knowledge such that she generates a new 
venture idea directed at that particular problem, ignoring other pertinent problems she might 
be aware of but might not be as motivated to solve. When the potential entrepreneur realizes 
that she has found a solution to the problem, she forms what McMullen and Shepherd (2006, 
p. 139) call a “third-person opportunity belief,” which is a recognition that the venture idea is 
worth pursuing – not necessarily for the potential entrepreneur but for someone. 
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 Another type of motivation comes into play at the next stage of entrepreneurship when the 
potential entrepreneur registers a “first-person opportunity belief,” which is when she forms 
the belief that the new venture idea3 is both feasible and desirable for her to pursue 
(McMullen & Shepherd, 2006, p. 141). Feasibility and desirability of a new venture idea 
indicate intention to engage in entrepreneurship. This stage also involves both a cognitive 
component – the assessment of feasibility and desirability – and a motivational component – 
desirability. Desirability is likely to vary as different entrepreneurs can have different 
motivations (Birley & Westhead, 1994; Boluk & Mottiar, 2014; Carsrud & Brännback, 
2011). 
Hence, motivation plays a key role both in the formation and the evaluation of a new venture 
idea for entrepreneurial action. Krueger (2000, p. 187) writes in regards to new venture ideas: 
“Mental models of what we intend reflect why we intend an action.” There has been a 
tendency in the mainstream entrepreneurship literature to implicitly assume that the general 
motivation of all entrepreneurs is self-benefit, mostly in the form of profit (Miller, Grimes, 
McMullen, & Vogus, 2012; Van de Ven, et al., 2007). Motives besides wealth accumulation 
such as autonomy and need for achievement have been identified and are now well-accepted 
in entrepreneurship research (Carsrud & Brännback, 2011; Cassar, 2007); nevertheless, as 
profit-making is compatible with these other self-interest-based motives and is often the 
means to these ends, the assumption of the universality and indefatigability of the profit 
motive remains mostly unperturbed (Van de Ven, et al., 2007). This implicit assumption in 
entrepreneurship research is aptly illustrated by Venkataraman (1997, p. 121), who set out to 
delineate the domain of entrepreneurship research and identified its two central premises: 
…most scholars of entrepreneurship would acknowledge two fundamental premises. The first, 
which I call the weak premise of entrepreneurship, holds that in most societies, most markets are 
inefficient most of the time, thus providing opportunities for enterprising individuals to enhance 
wealth by exploiting these inefficiencies. The second, which I call the strong premise of 
entrepreneurship, holds that even if some markets approach a state of equilibrium, the human 
condition of enterprise, combined with the lure of profits and advancing knowledge and 
technology, will destroy the equilibrium sooner or later. 
3 The new venture idea referred to from henceforth will be considered to have reached the stage of first-person 
opportunity belief. Further, it is assumed that, at this stage, a new venture idea not only represents a solution to a 
problem but also incorporates ideas about how to provide that solution in the market, who the customers or 
beneficiaries will be, what type of organization will be set up to execute the idea, how to get funding for the 
venture, and what the main purpose of the venture will be. 
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 Even though more recent delineations of the entrepreneurship domain allow for altruistic 
entrepreneurs and even encourage greater coverage of their endeavors (e.g. Shepherd, 2015; 
Wiklund, et al., 2011), most mainstream entrepreneurship studies still overlook altruistic 
motives (Miller, et al., 2012; Santos, 2012). The more narrow and specialized academic field 
of social entrepreneurship, on the other hand, has understandably embraced altruistic motives 
to the extent that it is regularly incorporated into conceptual theorizing (e.g. Dees, 1998; 
Miller, et al., 2012; Santos, 2012; Zahra, et al., 2009) and also commonly probed in empirical 
studies (e.g. Bargsted, Picon, Salazar, & Rojas, 2013; Boluk & Mottiar, 2014; Germak & 
Robinson, 2014; Renko, 2013). Nevertheless, as social entrepreneurship research is still in its 
relative infancy, the understanding of altruism’s role in venture creation is fairly rudimentary 
even though its importance has been established (Miller, et al., 2012).  
The branching out of social entrepreneurship research from mainstream entrepreneurship 
research has perhaps stymied the integration of altruistic motives into mainstream 
entrepreneurship research (Mueller, et al., 2011). Consequently, a majority of 
entrepreneurship studies continues to overlook altruistic motives while a minority – in the 
social entrepreneurship subfield – perhaps overemphasizes these motives. This has resulted in 
a dichotomous depiction of entrepreneurs as either egoistic or altruistic. What is required for 
a more accurate representation of empirical reality is the simultaneous consideration of 
egoistic and altruistic drives that reflects the true nature of human beings (Batson & Powell, 
2003; Bowles & Gintis, 2011; De Dreu & Nauta, 2009; Van de Ven, et al., 2007). While self-
interest is undoubtedly a strong universal motive, the following discussion and review of 
literature aims to establish that not only is altruism also a powerful universal motive – with 
varying levels – but it also comes in multiple forms. Further, it will be argued that altruistic 
motivation can play a significant role in entrepreneurship and its first phase – the formation 
of a new venture idea. 
2.2.1 Altruism 
Altruism – the desire to help others at a cost to oneself (Fehr & Fischbacher, 2003) – is not 
only a universal and powerful motive in humans but is also evident in everyday activities that 
are pivotal to the functioning of civilization (Wright, 2010). Moreover, its innateness in 
humans is revealed by the fact that it is also present in other primates and plays a crucial role 
in maintaining stability and harmony in primate communities (De Waal, 2008). In fact, 
altruism goes much further in humans, partly because of the socialization process in 
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 childhood that instills moral values that are continually reinforced by social norms throughout 
life (Bowles & Gintis, 2011). 
The origin of the assumption that all economic actions are guided by self-interest is often 
attributed to Adam Smith, the eighteen century moral philosopher, and his classic The Wealth 
of Nations (Backhouse, 2002; Peil, 2009).  However, his lesser known but equally acclaimed 
work, The Theory of Moral Sentiments, was “based on an altruistic view of man” (Peil, 2009, 
p. 501). Smith’s opening passage from The Theory of Moral Sentiments goes: 
How selfish so ever man may be supposed, there are evidently some principles in his nature, which 
interest him in the fortune of others, and render their happiness necessary to him, though he 
derives nothing from it except the pleasure of seeing it. Of this kind is pity or compassion, the 
emotion which we feel for the misery of others, when we either see it, or are made to conceive it in 
a very lively manner. ([1759] 2010, p. I.i.1.1) 
Empirical studies in psychology, anthropology, economics, and biology in the past few 
decades have confirmed Smith’s observation that genuine altruism is part of human nature 
(Bowles & Gintis, 2011; De Waal, 2008; Fehr & Fischbacher, 2003; Mauss, 1954; Piliavin & 
Charng, 1990; Wilson, 1993; Wright, 2010). Numerous experimental studies have revealed 
that altruism is a genuine and universal human motive that is not self-interest in disguise, as 
many skeptical scholars have attempted to frame it (Bowles & Gintis, 2011; Fehr & 
Fischbacher, 2003).  
Based on extant empirical research on altruism – mostly from psychology – Batson and 
Powell (2003) distinguish between three types of genuinely altruistic motives that lead to 
prosocial behavior: empathy, collectivism, and principlism. Empathy – the emotion alluded to 
in the foregoing passage by Smith – relates to feeling compassion, sympathy, and tenderness 
for another being. Collectivism – a ‘we’ mentality – is an inherent desire to contribute to a 
group one feels a belonging to at a cost to oneself; the group may be a small team, a 
community, or a nation. Principlism is based on upholding moral principles of justice and 
fairness, which derive from an innate moral sense but also from socialization that instills 
morality (Wilson, 1993).  
Empathy and collectivism are fueled by emotion. However, empathy is fleeting and generally 
requires specific stimuli to become activated – e.g. seeing a homeless person – and, by itself, 
is unlikely to lead to sustained and broad prosocial efforts such as social entrepreneurship. 
Collectivism is discriminatory in that it distinguishes between the in-group and the out-group. 
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 Principlism, on the other hand, is more cerebral in that it is based on the concepts of fairness 
and justice and thus can be applied universally. However, principlism lacks the emotional fire 
that ignites empathy and collectivism. It is also susceptible to rationalization in that 
something that may be considered unfair and unjust by one person can be argued as being fair 
and just by another – for example, what is considered fair by someone from one end of the 
political spectrum can be construed as unfair by someone from the opposite political vantage 
point. 
Batson and Powell (2003) conclude that while each type of altruism may not generate a 
significant and sustained prosocial effort – such as social entrepreneurship – on its own, the 
collaboration of these disparate altruistic motives could very well engender such effort. They 
note that the emotional fire of empathy and collectivism combined with the sense of fairness 
and justice of principlism can potentially invoke a dedication to a particular cause or even a 
general commitment to help others. They go on to provide famous examples of such efforts 
as documented in historical accounts where an initial empathic response triggered a deep 
sense of injustice leading to highly risky and sustained efforts to alleviate suffering. 
Miller, et al. (2012, p. 624) identify “commitment to alleviating suffering” as a medium that 
turns an empathic emotion – compassion – into social entrepreneurship. They argue that 
“Compassion, as a prosocial motivator…enhances dedication to a cause…or moral principle” 
(Miller, et al., 2012, p. 624). However, they imply that while compassion can be a powerful 
motivator, it may not be sufficient for social entrepreneurship without a concomitant 
commitment to act. Feeling strong compassion is just the first step; only with the resolve to 
do something about the plight of others can action materialize. 
Collectivism and principlism have also been observed to influence the social orientation of a 
business. Fauchart and Gruber (2011) studied forty-nine businesses and classified their 
founders – whom they interviewed – as Darwinians, communitarians, or missionaries. 
Darwinians are entrepreneurs who seek to maximize profits through their business. 
Communitarians and missionaries found more socially-oriented businesses. Fauchart and 
Gruber (2011) observed that communitarians – guided by collectivism – are “enthused by 
their ability to contribute to the community” (p. 943) and “have a strong sense of ‘we-ness’ 
when it comes to their relationships with a community’s members and make a clear 
distinction between people who are in the group and outsiders” (p. 944). On the other hand, 
missionaries – driven by principlism – start a social enterprise to “make the world a better 
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 place” and “the ‘relevant other’ for missionaries is not a particular group of individuals or 
firms but society at large” (p. 945). The authors note that the communitarian’s venture does 
not depart markedly from commercial businesses in form but is more socially oriented than 
commercial businesses. In contrast, missionaries “believe that the purpose of their firm is to 
show that alternative practices are feasible and to demonstrate to society how the status quo 
can be changed” (p. 945). Thus, missionaries display a commitment to helping society by 
treading a more risky but altruistic path than the more conventional types of entrepreneurs. 
Germak and Robinson (2014, p. 14) found that “commitment to the public interest and 
compassion” were clearly evident in nascent social entrepreneurs and “helping society” was a 
common impetus to engage in social entrepreneurship. Boluk and Mottiar (2014, p. 62) 
reported that social entrepreneurs communicated a “fundamental desire to make a 
contribution to their community.” Both studies discovered that while altruistic commitment is 
generally stronger than the profit motive in social entrepreneurs, they can nonetheless carry 
simultaneous egoistic motivations relating to personal fulfillment, autonomy, achievement, 
and recognition. This points to the fact that while many entrepreneurs engage in commercial 
entrepreneurship as a means to attaining these egoistic ends (Cassar, 2007), these aims can 
also be satisfied through social entrepreneurship. Even when these self-interest-based motives 
are active, the commitment to helping one’s community or society can steer a prospective 
entrepreneur towards social entrepreneurship or at least towards starting a business with 
social goals. 
2.2.2 Institutions 
Humans are highly social creatures and, therefore, their behaviors cannot be explained by 
motives alone (Berger & Luckmann, 2011). Social norms also exert a powerful influence on 
cognition and behavior (Cialdini & Trost, 1998; Perry, 2000). Economic action such as 
entrepreneurship is also socially embedded and is thus subject to social norms that derive 
from relevant institutions (Aldrich, 2005; Granovetter, 1985). Institutions are, simply defined, 
“enduring systems of social beliefs and socially organized practices associated with varying 
functional arenas within societal systems” (Scott, 1987, p. 499). Examples of institutions are 
marriage, religion, democracy, and the state. The principal institution for entrepreneurship 
today is the pervasive market system, which is the medium for economic activities such as 
trade (Alford & Friedland, 1985; Harvey, 2005).  
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 Institutions come with prescribed norms and rules of behavior called institutional logics that 
often appear to be objective and natural to social actors because they are widely shared and 
part of tradition (Thornton & Ocasio, 2008; Zucker, 1977). The institutional logics of the 
market dictate how trade should be conducted and prescribe how a business should be 
structured. An institution also “has a central logic that guides its organizing principles and 
provides social actors with vocabularies of motive” (Thornton & Ocasio, 2008, p. 101). In the 
capitalist market system of today, the central logic of the market institution is profit-
maximization (Alford & Friedland, 1985; Pache & Santos, 2013; Polanyi, 2001). The 
institutional logics of business such as financial accounting, management practice, and 
financing revolve around the central logic of profit-maximization (Kennedy, 2001). As the 
market is an institution with a broad scope in terms of activities covered – employment, 
production, consumption, etc. – and with a wide span in geography and history (North, 1977; 
Polanyi, 2001), the general public is familiar with the institutional logics of the market – at 
least in a general sense – and the market is commonly associated with profit-maximization 
(Breeden & Lephardt, 2002; Padelford & White, 2009). 
Institutional logics are not natural or objective despite giving such an appearance to social 
actors; they are artificial and the products of the interactions of various pre-existing 
institutions and chance occurrences (Berger & Luckmann, 2011). Greif (1994) showed 
through historical analysis how differences in culture – a unique set of institutions – of two 
trading Mediterranean regions ended up producing market systems that embodied very 
different institutional logics. Meyer and Rowan (1977, p. 343), in their seminal article, 
describe how social forces and paradigmatic ideas shape institutional logics: 
Many of the positions, policies, programs, and procedures of modern organizations are 
enforced by public opinion, by the views of important constituents, by knowledge 
legitimated through the educational system, by social prestige, by the laws, and by the 
definitions of negligence and prudence used by the courts. Such elements of formal 
structure are manifestations of powerful institutional rules which function as highly 
rationalized myths that are binding on particular organizations. 
Despite their socially-constructed nature, institutional logics have remarkable staying power 
because of a phenomenon called isomorphism (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Meyer & Rowan, 
1977). Isomorphism entails the copying of institutional logics of existing organizations by 
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 new organizations such that virtually the entire organizational field becomes, more or less, 
characterized by those institutional logics.  
A ‘business’ is the archetypical organization of the market with a formal structure and 
specific features that are based around the central logic of profit-maximization (Pache & 
Santos, 2013). As any formal organization in society, a business comes with standard 
practices that are either mandated by law or guided by norms (Battilana & Dorado, 2010; 
Friedland & Alford, 1991). As aforementioned, many of these standard practices – 
institutional logics – work as myths that are not essential in regards to the primary function of 
business – i.e. trade (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). Nevertheless, these myth-based institutional 
logics become standardized and are reproduced through training, education, certification, and 
celebrations of achievement (Lawrence, Suddaby, & Leca, 2009). This results in the 
homogenization of businesses such that their basic logics for hiring, worker rights, control 
mechanisms, supplier recruitment, division of labor, hierarchy, power structure, accounting 
practices, performance indicators, price-setting, cost-cutting, marketing and so on adhere to 
business standards that are guided by the principle of profit-maximization (Pache & Santos, 
2013; Samson & Daft, 2009; Scott, 1994). This homogenization occurs through isomorphic 
pressures in the business sector that act on the decision-makers of businesses – entrepreneurs 
– from the outset (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994; Honig & Karlsson, 2004; Sud, VanSandt, & 
Baugous, 2009). 
An entrepreneur’s new venture idea not only contains the solution to a problem – i.e. product 
or service – but also the means of providing that solution in the market: “New Venture 
Ideas…are imaginary combinations of product/service offerings, potential markets or users, 
and means of bringing these offerings into existence” (Davidsson, 2015, p. 684). Therefore, 
while the new venture idea may not contain specific details about operations, it will implicitly 
or explicitly incorporate ideas about the venture such as its organizational form, customer 
base, and primary organizational goals – the most basic features of any market-based venture. 
It is at this stage – when thinking about the features of the new venture – that a potential 
entrepreneur is likely to encounter the forces of institutional isomorphism that make venture 
ideas adhere to standards (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Powell & Colyvas, 2008).  
Two forms of isomorphism – mimetic and coercive isomorphism (DiMaggio & Powell, 
1983) – are active when an entrepreneur is in the process of creating a new business (Honig 
& Karlsson, 2004; Sud, et al., 2009). Both of these are discussed below. 
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 2.2.2.1 Mimetic isomorphism 
Mimetic isomorphism entails the copying of practices of established and successful 
organizations in the face of uncertainty (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). Mimetic isomorphism 
operates through descriptive norms, which concern the typical course of action in a particular 
situation – ‘What would others do in this situation?’ (Cialdini & Trost, 1998). Mimetic 
behavior is, in fact, is a key antecedent to the formation and preservation of institutions 
(Berger & Luckmann, 2011). 
Mimetic isomorphism is perhaps the most active isomorphic force during the generation of a 
new venture idea. As an entrepreneur’s prior knowledge would have to contain information 
about ways to serve markets in order for her to form an executable venture idea, this 
information would be the source of mimetic isomorphism, even though the entrepreneur may 
not be consciously aware of the isomorphic forces embodied in the information (Scott, 1994; 
Shane, 2000; Zucker, 1977). Therefore, potential entrepreneurs draw upon standard practices 
of businesses that are based around the central logic of profit-maximization when generating 
a new venture idea because these practices appear to be the most relevant and successful for 
the purpose of starting a new venture. Often, entrepreneurs adopt these standard practices 
because alternative practices are not available (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983).  
2.2.2.2 Coercive isomorphism 
Coercive isomorphism occurs through reward and punishment, where an organization is 
given access to scarce resources and legitimacy in return for adopting prevailing institutional 
logics and is denied resources and legitimacy for failing to do so. The legal system, financial 
institutions, and determinants of social prestige exert coercive isomorphic pressures on 
entrepreneurs (Aldrich, 2005; Baumol, 1996; Davidsson, Hunter, & Klofsten, 2006). 
Coercive isomorphism acts through the threat of selective access to resources that are critical 
to the survival of an organization (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). A vital resource for any 
market-based venture is funding. External funding opportunities for new market-based 
ventures are often limited to for-profit investors such as banks and venture capitalists 
(Harding & Cowling, 2006; Townsend & Hart, 2008). The coercive isomorphic pressure is 
tangible when investors demand that a firm modify its business model in order to receive 
funding (Landström & Winborg, 1995).  Davidsson, et al. (2006) found that for-profit 
investors such as banks and venture capitalists caused the new venture ideas of entrepreneurs 
to change significantly in a direction that made the ventures more profit-oriented. As it is 
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 fairly obvious that for-profit investors would seek to make more profit, potential 
entrepreneurs are likely to anticipate this coercive isomorphic pressure – perhaps not to the 
extent that actually occurs – and produce a more profit-oriented venture idea in the hope of 
obtaining enabling funding for the venture idea. Townsend and Hart (2008) note that 
prospective social entrepreneurs are likely to choose a for-profit organizational form so as to 
be able to secure funding from private for-profit investors as these investors are highly 
unlikely to invest in nonprofit social enterprises. This choice of the for-profit form would 
automatically entail more profit-oriented logics meaning that the venture idea will be less 
socially oriented. 
Coercive isomorphism also operates through legitimacy (DiMaggio & Powell, 1991). 
Legitimacy brings rewards such as access to social networks and greater stakeholder trust 
including the trust of potential customers and investors, which are critical to the survival of a 
new venture (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994; Suchman, 1995). Given that an entrepreneur is aware of 
the characteristics that endow a firm with legitimacy, she is likely to incorporate those 
characteristics into her venture idea. Diverging from the norm by using different institutional 
logics than the standard ones often deprives a venture of legitimacy (Pache & Santos, 2013). 
Aldrich and Fiol (1994, p. 650) describe the challenges faced by founders of new ventures 
that deviate from the norm: 
They must interact with extremely skeptical customers, creditors, suppliers, and other resource 
holders, who are afraid of being taken for fools. With no external evidence, why should potential 
trusting parties "trust" an entrepreneur's claims that a relationship "will work out," given that an 
entrepreneur may be no more than an ill-fated fool? 
Therefore, mimetic and coercive isomorphic pressures make potential entrepreneurs generate 
new venture ideas that may not be consistent with their motives. By adopting standard 
business practices that are based around the central logic of profit-maximization, a potential 
entrepreneur may unwittingly create a new business that is less altruistic than she is. 
2.2.3 Competing institutions 
If isomorphic pressures in the private sector make businesses profit-oriented, what accounts 
for the existence of thousands of social enterprises? Thornton and Ocasio (2008) emphasized 
that while isomorphism is an important phenomenon, it does not incorporate a more nuanced 
reality of social life: social actors are often subject to competing institutions. Entrepreneurs 
operate under the market system but they are also part of a wider society and are thus also 
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 under the influence of an institution – call it civic society – that espouses social responsibility 
and good citizenship, drawing on altruism (Berger & Luckmann, 2011; Bowles & Gintis, 
2011; Meyer, Boli, Thomas, & Ramirez, 1997; Suchman, 1995).  
The institutional logics of the market and that of civic society can be oppositional – but not 
always – since the former stresses profit-maximization while the latter calls for social 
responsibility (Campbell, 2007; Porter & Kramer, 2011). Certain business regulations and 
laws including taxation and worker rights that are enforced by the state are manifestations of 
the institutional logics of civic society and they often constrain profit-maximization (Alford 
& Friedland, 1985). Besides laws that are binding and mandatory, there is a broader 
expectation on businesses to be more socially responsible and positively contribute to social 
welfare that is best captured by the corporate social responsibility (CSR) movement (Seelos 
& Mair, 2005; Sen & Bhattacharya, 2001). However, there has been much skepticism about 
the success of the CSR movement as most businesses seem to employ CSR initiatives only if 
they are potentially profitable (Campbell, 2007; Margolis & Walsh, 2001; Sen & 
Bhattacharya, 2001). The profit-maximization ethos continues to be the indomitable central 
logic of the business world and, despite the prominence of the CSR movement, the competing 
institutional logics of civic society usually have little sway in this space when not aligned 
with the logic of profit-maximization. 
2.2.4 Separation of social life and economic life 
Polanyi (2001 [1944]) offered an explanation for why the altruistic demands of civic society 
rarely permeate the business ethos in the current market system. After a comprehensive 
historical analysis, he came to the conclusion that unlike the pre-industrial age where 
economic life and social life were closely intertwined, the market economy of the industrial 
era – characterized by impersonal market exchange – entailed a separation of social and 
economic life. This, in turn, meant that while economic practices previously adhered to civic 
norms that applied to social life, in a market economy, they were subject to a different ethos 
based on economic criteria of efficiency and profit. While the market mechanism does not 
necessitate the absence of altruistic norms, the form it takes in the modern world – that of 
impersonal exchange – makes it possible to exclude altruistic norms, which has been the case 
since at least the industrial revolution for several political, demographic, and sociological 
reasons identified by Polanyi. 
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 Even though economic action is socially embedded in that norms of social life such as 
cooperation, trust, and honesty are critical to the proper functioning of the market economy, 
they are still merely tools that facilitate wealth accumulation (Granovetter, 1985; Marion & 
Healy, 2007; Peil, 2009). In this sense, the economic sphere and social sphere are not 
completely detached – that is impossible – but they overlap insofar as their institutional logics 
are compatible, which occurs when social responsibility is aligned with profit-maximization – 
consistent with the foregoing discussion of the CSR movement. A famous quote from Adam 
Smith (1976 [1776], I.ii.2) illustrates this well: 
It is not from the benevolence of the butcher, the brewer, or the baker, that we expect our dinner, 
but from their regard to their own interest. We address ourselves, not to their humanity but to their 
self-love, and never talk to them of our own necessities but of their advantages. 
There is another reason that entrepreneurs follow business norms at the expense of civic 
society norms in the economic domain. Cialdini, Reno, and Kallgren (1990) showed that 
when individuals are faced with competing norms, they usually conform to the norm that is 
more salient. When an entrepreneur is faced with both the market institution and the civic 
society institution, she finds in the market institution specific scripts of behavior that guide 
her through market processes while the more diffuse institution of civic society lacks specific 
institutional logics when it comes to operating a business in the market – at least in most 
industries as will be discussed later. When engaging in the market, business norms are much 
more salient than civic society norms, especially considering that economic activity is often 
decoupled from social activity in a market economy. 
Some entrepreneurs do create businesses that are somewhat more socially oriented than the 
typical profit-maximizing business simply by implementing institutional logics of profit-
maximization less stringently than others – particularly when a business is part of a close-knit 
community where market exchange is more personal (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011; Williams & 
Nadin, 2013). However, there is a limit to how deviant one can be in following established 
institutional logics – as dictated by isomorphism. Even altruistic entrepreneurs who are 
familiar only with the practices of profit-oriented businesses would likely be resigned to 
adopting such practices because of mimetic isomorphism alone. Only alternative institutional 
logics can enable a significant departure from the status quo (Oliver, 1991). Additionally, 
these alternative institutional logics would have to be applicable to the market and, just as 
importantly, they would need to provide legitimacy to compensate for the loss of legitimacy 
resulting from the evasion of isomorphic pressures to follow established logics of profit-
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 maximization (DiMaggio & Powell, 1991; Oliver, 1991; Suchman, 1995). The Third Sector 
may provide such alternative institutional logics. 
2.2.5 The Third Sector and civic society 
The Third Sector is, in many ways, similar to the business sector: nonprofits are also private 
enterprises that engage in economic activity (Hansmann, 1980). However, economic activity 
in the Third Sector does not necessarily occur in the market and frequently defies the logic of 
profit-maximization (see Brower & Shrader, 2000; Brown & Slivinski, 2006). In contrast to 
the business sector, the institutional logics of the Third Sector are much more compatible 
with that of civic society, so much so that the Third Sector – which includes philanthropy and 
volunteering – is often considered indistinguishable from civic society as it exemplifies the 
spirit of altruism and social responsibility (Powell & Steinberg, 2006). In essence, the Third 
Sector embodies specific institutional logics based on the ethos of civic society and can thus 
be considered the manifestation of civic society in the economic space – though not 
necessarily in the market. Brower and Shrader (2000) note how the ethical climate in the 
Third Sector is more other-oriented and morally sensitive than in for-profit businesses. 
Therefore, the institutional logics of the Third Sector derive their legitimacy by conforming 
to the ethos of civic society, which is a widespread institution that has the backing of the 
entire community including the state – as is evident from generous tax breaks given to 
nonprofits (Robbins, 2006; Steinberg, 2006; Suchman, 1995). 
Social enterprises are often considered to be hybrids between commercial businesses and 
nonprofits (Battilana & Dorado, 2010). Dees (1998, p. 1), who is credited with popularizing 
the concept of social entrepreneurship (Mair & Marti, 2006), thought of social enterprises as 
“hybrid organizations mixing not-for-profit and for-profit elements.” In fact, social 
entrepreneurship has its roots mostly in the Third Sector (Steinberg, 2006). Before the 
concept of social enterprise entered the academic discourse, Hansmann (1980, p. 837) used 
the term “nonprofit enterprise” to describe nonprofit organizations such as private hospitals 
and universities that engage in market-based economic exchange. Froelich (1999), in turn, 
observed the increasing incidence of nonprofits diversifying their income strategies by 
entering the market to sell services and goods in order to better fulfill their social missions. 
Thus, it can be said that the ethos of civic society can be applied to the market through the 
Third Sector.  
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 Some scholars count the market-based activities of traditional nonprofits as social 
entrepreneurship (Austin, et al., 2006; Dees, 1998); however, the focus of this study is more 
on entrepreneurs who start ventures independent of existing organizations. Battilana and 
Dorado (2010) observed how individuals who worked in the Third Sector brought with them 
Third Sector logics into the banking sector and would try to incorporate these social-welfare-
maximizing logics into the practices of banks. Further, Corner and Ho (2010) reported that 
individuals with work experience in the Third Sector thought of and enacted new market-
based venture ideas that embodied Third Sector logics and in so doing created a social 
enterprise. Tracey, et al. (2011) documented the creation of a social enterprise by 
entrepreneurs through the combination of logics from the Third Sector – where they had 
volunteering experience – and the business sector. Shumate, et al. (2014) also noted that 
many social entrepreneurs had work experience or volunteering experience in the Third 
Sector and that this experience was important in starting a social enterprise. 
Therefore, work experience in the Third Sector can play an important role when it comes to 
generating socially-oriented new venture ideas. The foregoing discussion also suggests that 
the Third Sector is a repository of alternative logics to that of the business sector such that, 
when generating a new venture idea, potential entrepreneurs with work experience in the 
Third Sector can draw upon these alternative logics based on social responsibility that might 
not be available to those without such experience. 
2.3 Hypotheses and conceptual framework 
This section develops specific testable hypotheses based on the foregoing discussion. The 
overall conceptual framework is also presented in a visual format. 
2.3.1 Altruistic commitment 
It is clear that altruism, especially when coupled with commitment, plays an important role 
social entrepreneurship. However, the role of altruism in the formation of a new venture idea 
is yet to be ascertained, especially empirically (Miller, et al., 2012). De Dreu, Nijstad, and 
van Knippenberg (2008) assert that information processing is guided by social motivation in 
that those who are primarily motivated by egoistic ends process information differently than 
those primarily motivated by altruistic aims. Consistent with how McMullen and Shepherd 
(2006) conceptualize the role of motivation in opportunity identification, altruistic 
entrepreneurs will be motivated to search for social problems and devise ways to solve them 
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 in an altruistic manner while self-interested entrepreneurs will search for profitable problems 
and formulate ways to solve them in a profitable manner.  
Miller, et al. (2012), in fact, propose that compassion leads to information processing with an 
altruistic bias and thereby engenders venture ideas that are socially oriented. As opposed to 
the more ephemeral and object-specific empathic emotion, they refer to a form of compassion 
that is “triggered by and directed toward broader social issues, rather than individual and 
isolated cases of suffering” (Miller, et al., 2012, p. 621). The type of compassion they refer to 
is nonetheless directed at particular issues – they give homelessness as an example. While 
this type of compassion is likely to lead to socially-oriented venture ideas when the 
compassion-inducing issue is salient and relevant – e.g. a technology to create cheap 
temporary shelters for the homeless –, it is different from a general tendency to think of 
socially-oriented venture ideas regardless of the features of the external enabler or the 
circumstance. The aforementioned commitment to helping society, on the other hand, may 
color one’s thinking at all times such that the social orientation of venture ideas is not 
contingent upon the evocation of particular issues. This type of commitment will henceforth 
be termed ‘altruistic commitment’ in this thesis. Based on the foregoing discussion about 
altruism, altruistic commitment involves the willingness to dedicate significant time and 
effort to helping society and it is driven by compassion, a sense of justice, and belongingness 
to a wider community. 
Altruistic commitment is similar to the public service motivation (PSM) construct in the 
public administration literature (Perry & Wise, 1990). PSM combines characteristics that give 
one a general propensity to think more in terms of public welfare and less in terms of private 
gain. According to Perry (1996), PSM involves commitment to the public interest, a desire 
for social justice, compassion, and self-sacrifice. In essence, PSM incorporates all three types 
of altruism: empathy, collectivism, and principlism. However, it is geared towards public 
servants and also has a policymaking component – attraction to policymaking –, which 
renders PSM unsuitable to the study of social entrepreneurship (Germak & Robinson, 2014). 
Nevertheless, PSM indicates that it is indeed a combination of compassion, social justice, 
public interest, and self-sacrifice that predisposes one to dedicate significant time and effort – 
including one’s career – towards helping the community and the society at large (Perry, 2000; 
Vandenabeele, 2007). 
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 Studies referred to above point to the potential importance of altruistic commitment in social 
entrepreneurship. However, it is not clear how it affects those who are not already social 
entrepreneurs as these studies have only examined altruism in social entrepreneurs. As per the 
foregoing discussion, it is likely that altruistic commitment influences information processing 
in potential entrepreneurs such that a new venture idea is socially oriented.  
H1: Altruistic commitment influences the social orientation of a new venture idea: the 
greater the altruistic commitment, the more socially oriented the venture idea. 
2.3.2 Profit-maximization norm 
As per the foregoing discussion, norms also have a major influence on cognition and 
behavior besides motives. Mimetic and coercive isomorphic forces in the private sector 
pressure potential entrepreneurs to make their new venture idea adhere to the profit-
maximization norm.  
Mimetic isomorphic pressure can be extremely powerful when there are very few or no 
alternative logics available to potential entrepreneurs. In most industries, market-based firms 
are predominantly profit-oriented businesses and, thus, business logics are likely to be seen as 
natural and objective – the only way to serve a market (Terjesen, et al., 2012; Zucker, 1977). 
New venture ideas for these industries, therefore, are likely to incorporate business logics 
purely as a result of a lack of alternative templates.  
There are some industries, however, where nonprofit enterprises are more common; examples 
are healthcare, education, and childcare (Hansmann, 1980; Lyons, 2009; Malani & David, 
2008; Steinberg, 2006; Terjesen, et al., 2012). Alternative templates for a market-based 
venture would be more readily available in these industries and, therefore, a potential 
entrepreneur would be able to choose between business logics and nonprofit logics. In fact, 
Pache and Santos (2013) observed that hybrid organizations often exist in organizational 
fields with competing logics and they selectively combine competing logics to suit their 
goals. Oliver (1991) proposed that organizational actors are likely to either modify or defy 
institutional logics if there are legitimate alternative logics available and if these alternative 
logics are more compatible with their goals. Suchman (1995, p. 590) notes that, in terms of 
legitimacy, “fragmented sectors offer the most leeway for organizations that wish to promote 
unconventional alternatives.” Therefore, mimetic isomorphism towards business logics is 
likely to be stronger in more homogenous industries such as construction where businesses 
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 dominate and weaker in more heterogeneous industries such as education where nonprofit 
institutional logics also abound.  
As business logics are based around the central logic of profit-maximization, homogenous 
industries dominated by businesses are likely to be perceived by potential entrepreneurs as 
having a stronger profit-maximization norm than heterogeneous industries. In other words, 
industries perceived to have a strong profit-maximization norm will have fewer alternative 
institutional logics and thus potential entrepreneurs are likely to automatically incorporate 
profit-maximizing logics into their new venture ideas that are targeted for such industries, 
making venture ideas less socially oriented. 
In regards to coercive isomorphism, in industries where the archetypical organization is the 
profit-oriented business, if ventures do not adhere to standard practices that are shaped by the 
profit-maximization logic, they will forfeit legitimacy. In anticipation of such risk, a potential 
entrepreneur is likely to incorporate legitimizing standard practices into her new venture idea 
and thus make her venture idea more profit-oriented as a result of adopting business logics. 
On the other hand, in industries – such as healthcare – with a relatively weaker profit-
maximization norm, entrepreneurs are less likely to forfeit legitimacy by making a venture 
socially oriented because of the presence of established nonprofit enterprises that are highly 
socially oriented (Suchman, 1995). Pache and Santos (2013) note that legitimacy garnered 
from adopting established alternative logics from the nonprofit sector can compensate for the 
legitimacy lost from defying the profit-maximization norm in the private sector. 
Thus, when a potential entrepreneur is in the process of generating a new venture idea she is 
likely to encounter strong mimetic and coercive isomorphic pressures to incorporate profit-
maximizing logics when the idea is targeted at industries where she perceives the profit-
maximization norm to be strong. 
H2: The stronger the profit-maximization norm is perceived to be in the target industry, the 
less socially oriented a venture idea will be. 
2.3.3 Third sector experience 
Previously discussed studies give a strong indication that Third Sector experience – which 
gives prior knowledge – enables a potential entrepreneur to adopt Third Sector logics into her 
market-based venture idea, thus making the idea socially oriented. However, the evidence 
from these studies is based either on case studies or face-to-face interviews with limited 
sample. Also, all these studies looked at social enterprises, either in the process of being 
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 formed or already formed; it is not known whether experience in the Third Sector makes it 
likely for any potential entrepreneur to generate socially-oriented new venture ideas. Greater 
experience in the Third Sector is also more likely to inculcate Third Sector logics into 
potential entrepreneurs more strongly, which should increase the likelihood of their new 
venture ideas containing such logics.  
H3: The greater the work experience in the Third Sector, the more socially oriented a venture 
idea will be. 
2.3.4 Altruistic commitment and the profit-maximization norm 
As aforementioned, altruism – especially in the form of altruistic commitment – is likely to 
lead to socially-oriented venture ideas. However, given the foregoing discussion about 
isomorphism and the profit-maximization norm, an altruistic entrepreneur would have to 
overcome coercive and mimetic isomorphic pressures to make her new venture idea socially 
oriented. 
Firstly, a potential entrepreneur would be pressured to make her venture more profit-oriented 
if seeking funding from for-profit investors is her best, if not only, option. Highly socially-
oriented venture ideas might garner enough support for private donations and might give the 
entrepreneur a chance at securing government grants; however, a high degree of social 
orientation would only be possible in certain industries such as social services, healthcare, 
and education because such ideas would be too divergent to garner sufficient legitimacy in 
industries with strong profit-maximizing norms such as mining, construction, finance, 
insurance, etc. (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994; Barraket, Collyer, O’Connor, & Anderson, 2010). 
Therefore, an altruistic entrepreneur whose new venture idea is aimed at an industry with a 
strong profit maximization norm would be unlikely to make her idea as socially oriented as 
her altruistic commitment might otherwise have shaped it to be. 
Mimetic isomorphism is also likely to constrain the social orientation of a new venture idea if 
it is intended for an industry with a strong profit-maximization norm. This type of industry 
would lack alternative nonprofit templates and institutional logics, which would make it 
likely for the potential entrepreneur to automatically adopt the only available logics, those of 
business. In adopting business logics for the new venture idea, the potential entrepreneur 
would also subscribe, perhaps unwittingly, to practices that are designed for profit-
maximization, even if her goal is not profit-maximization. Therefore, a strong profit-
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 maximization norm is likely to constrain the expression of altruistic commitment through 
entrepreneurship. 
There is, of course, always the possibility that altruistic entrepreneurs will target industries 
where they can create greater social welfare such as in the healthcare, education, and social 
service industries. However, new venture ideas are based on prior knowledge of markets, 
customer problems, and ways to serve markets (Shane, 2000); if the altruistic entrepreneur 
does not possess such enabling knowledge of industries such as healthcare, education, and 
social services, she would be restricted to industries that she is familiar with, which may be 
industries with a strong profit-maximization norm. It is unlikely that all altruistic individuals 
end up working in socially-oriented industries given that career paths are determined by 
various environmental factors such as educational opportunities and upbringing. Therefore it 
can be expected that there will be many altruistic individuals who will have prior knowledge 
of industries with strong profit-maximization norms but little knowledge of socially-oriented 
industries such as healthcare. 
If potential entrepreneurs perceive their target industry – determined by their prior knowledge 
– to have a strong profit-maximization norm, they are likely to suppress their altruistic 
commitment and incorporate profit-maximizing logics into their new venture idea in 
anticipation of funding and legitimacy issues and also in order to avoid risk by experimenting 
with logics that are untested in the industry. 
H4: The perceived profit-maximization norm moderates the influence of altruistic 
commitment on the social orientation of the venture idea: the stronger the norm is perceived 
to be, the smaller the influence of altruistic commitment. 
2.3.5 The profit-maximization norm and Third Sector experience 
One of the dangers of resisting coercive isomorphism and employing different institutional 
logics to business is the deprivation of legitimacy (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994; Garud, Hardy, & 
Maguire, 2007; Oliver, 1991). While a shortage of legitimacy is not necessarily fatal to a 
venture – as demonstrated by the informal economy – it certainly makes running a social 
enterprise that is already harder to sustain than commercial business an even greater 
challenge (Dees, 1998; Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Renko, 2013; Townsend & Hart, 2008; 
Williams & Nadin, 2013). However, even though social enterprises deviate significantly from 
the institutional logics of the business world, they can compensate for the legitimacy shortfall 
by appealing to the established legitimacy of the Third Sector – which they partly derive their 
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 institutional logics from – and by embodying the ethos of civic society, which endows them 
with substantial moral legitimacy (Nicholls, 2010; Pache & Santos, 2013; Suchman, 1995). 
However, this is only possible if entrepreneurs are familiar with the institutional logics of the 
Third Sector, which normally results from work experience (Corner & Ho, 2010; Shane, 
2000).  
Further, Third Sector experience should give potential entrepreneurs an established 
alternative template to that of commercial business and diminish the pressure of mimetic 
isomorphism as a result. Even when the logics of the Third Sector may not be directly 
applicable to a market-based venture, adjustment of some Third Sector logics and selective 
mixing and matching of Third Sector logics and business logics is practicable, as observed by 
Battilana and Dorado (2010), Corner and Ho (2010), and Tracey, et al. (2011). Numerous 
nonprofits have ventured into the market without compromising on their core mission – 
without much mission drift – and have started trading in order to diversify their revenue 
strategies, which indicates that Third Sector logics can be adapted for the market (Brown & 
Slivinski, 2006; Froelich, 1999; Terjesen, et al., 2012). Close to half of the income of the 
Third Sector comes from the sale of goods and services in the market in Australia, for 
example (Lyons, 2009). 
Therefore, Third Sector experience provides prior knowledge to incorporate Third Sector 
logics into a new venture idea, thereby weakening mimetic isomorphic pressures to copy 
profit-maximizing logics. The necessary legitimacy for these alternative logics is provided by 
an established Third Sector as well as the wider civic society. Further, by adopting certain 
Third Sector logics such as nonprofit status, a new venture idea might also be able to secure 
alternative financing options such as private donations and government grants so as not to 
have to rely on for-profit investors, who apply coercive isomorphic pressures (Townsend & 
Hart, 2008). 
H5: Third sector experience moderates the influence of the perceived profit-maximization 
norm on the social orientation of the new venture idea: the greater the work experience in the 
Third Sector the weaker the influence of the perceived profit-maximization norm will be. 
2.3.6 Conceptual framework 
The overall conceptual framework is displayed in the model in Figure 2.1 below. 
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Figure 2.1 The conceptual framework with the hypotheses 
  
Altruism 
Social orientation of 
new venture idea 
Perceived profit-
maximization norm 
Third sector 
experience 
H1 (+) 
H2 (-) 
H3 (+) 
H4 (-) 
H5 (-) 
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Chapter 3: Method 
 
3.1 Research on social entrepreneurship 
The literature on social entrepreneurship has been dogged by definitional preoccupations – as 
might be expected of any new field of research (Lumpkin, et al., 2013). Nonetheless, there 
has been some progress past the domain-delineation stage more recently with conceptual 
theorizing, case studies, and some qualitative and quantitative theory-testing (e.g. Baierl, 
Grichnik, Spörle, & Welpe, 2014; Boluk & Mottiar, 2014; Germak & Robinson, 2014; Mair, 
Battilana, & Cardenas, 2012; Renko, 2013; Shumate, et al., 2014; Zahra, et al., 2009). 
Overall, it can be argued that social entrepreneurship research is between the nascent and the 
intermediate stage, as per Edmondson and McManus (2007). Certain constructs have been 
established to be considered an important part of social entrepreneurship, such as altruism 
and Third Sector experience – as discussed in the foregoing chapters. However, to progress to 
the intermediate stage, studies need to “propose relationships between new and established 
constructs” and put forward “a provisional theory, often one that integrates previously 
separate bodies of work” (Edmondson & McManus, 2007, p. 1160). This study attempts to 
contribute to such progress by proposing relationships between the established constructs of 
altruism and Third Sector experience and a novel but highly relevant construct, the profit-
maximization norm; in so doing, the study builds a new model that combines hitherto 
separate bodies of work – i.e. institutional theory, altruism research, and Third Sector 
research. In regards to understanding the complex phenomenon of entrepreneurship, 
Davidsson (2005) stressed the importance of such theory-building with an eclectic framework 
– one that combines elements from different works. 
3.2 Empirical research 
This study takes a deductive approach in that it proposes hypotheses developed by 
constructing arguments using the extant literature (Neuman, 2005). While theory-
development is an important part of progressing research in a field, empirical theory-testing is 
equally important as it helps ascertain whether the proposed relationships hold in reality, thus 
potentially giving more credible and reliable theoretical tools to future researchers 
(Davidsson, 2005). Edmondson and McManus (2007) suggest that both quantitative and 
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 qualitative forms are suitable for theory-testing data in the intermediate stage of research on a 
topic. This study collects data that are both qualitative and quantitative; however, the 
qualitative data are converted into quantitative data for analysis purposes by two raters – 
rating the social orientation of venture ideas that are described in open-ended responses; 
therefore, the final data used for hypothesis-testing are quantitative in nature.  
Davidsson (2005) noted that the use of the blanket term ‘quantitative’ for method often 
consists of three underlying methodological aspects that would be better dealt with 
individually rather than under the blanket term. The three aspects are sample size, the use of 
formal measurement, and the use of statistical tools for data analysis. The three aspects are 
addressed below along with the rationale for this study’s approach to each aspect.  
The extant literature in social entrepreneurship has indicated the importance of altruism and 
Third Sector experience in social entrepreneurship in studies with limited sample size – 
mostly case studies and in-depth interviews (Germak & Robinson, 2014; Shumate, et al., 
2014); data from a large sample would help confirm the importance of these constructs 
(Edmondson & McManus, 2007). It is much more practical to collect data from a large 
sample in quantitative form (Cooper, Schindler, & Sun, 2006). Quantitative data from a large 
sample also enable a more precise estimation of the effect sizes in regards to the hypothesized 
relationships, including moderation effects (Cooper, et al., 2006; Hair, Black, Babin, 
Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). Therefore, this study collected data from a relatively large 
sample through the use of surveys, which is the most common method to do so (Zikmund, 
Babin, Carr, & Griffin, 2012).  
Data captured through formal measurement – e.g. through scale-based measures – are better 
suited to hypothesis-testing (Zikmund, et al., 2012). Data collected through less structured 
and more socially interactive methods such as in-depth interviews or more ecological 
methods such as observation are often intricate, nuanced, and layered; although they can be 
coded, hypothesis-testing through these methods would involve much more subjective 
judgment from researchers compared to measurement-based data and thus be more likely to 
lead to errors (Cooper, et al., 2006). As such, data collected through interviews and 
observations as opposed to formal measurement are much better suited to studies that are 
mostly exploratory and constructs are not available or well-developed in the area of interest 
(Edmondson & McManus, 2007). As this study involves hypothesis-testing with established 
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 constructs, data are collected through formal measurement and data collected through open-
ended questions are coded. 
Statistical analysis was considered important for this research. Firstly, statistical analysis 
enables a more objective interpretation of the data at hand and is thus better suited to 
hypothesis-testing than analyses that are based more on personal judgment (Edmondson & 
McManus, 2007). Further, causal relationships between constructs are also better evaluated 
through statistical methods as causation requires correlation and the strength of correlation 
can be best determined with statistical analysis (Hair, et al., 2006; Neuman, 2005). Moreover, 
statistical analysis also enables the study of cognitive processes, especially those that are 
unconscious in nature (Grégoire, Barr, & Shepherd, 2010) – for example, the inhibiting effect 
of the profit-maximization norm on altruism when thinking of a new venture idea. Therefore, 
statistical analyses are employed in this research, which are helped by a large sample size and 
formal measurement (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2013). 
By using primarily quantitative data for empirically verifying the hypotheses proposed, this 
research subscribes to a positivist paradigm, which holds that reality has certain objective 
qualities (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). Specifically, it is presumed here that there are underlying 
commonalities in human cognitive processes and mechanisms, which is a reasonable 
assumption, given the findings of psychological studies over the years including 
entrepreneurial cognition (Anderson, 1990; Mitchell, et al., 2002). 
A survey instrument was utilized to collect both the qualitative data – that was later rated – 
and the quantitative data. Edmondson and McManus (2007) note that a survey instrument is 
appropriate for research at the intermediate stage of a topic, as this study is. Further, social 
desirability bias was an important consideration for this study as it involves measuring both 
the social orientation of venture ideas as well as altruism. Social desirability bias is the desire 
to appear more altruistic than one actually is because of societal expectations and other 
psychological factors which are especially active during social interactions with others – for 
example when conducting interviews and in-person experiments (King & Bruner, 2000). The 
anonymity offered by surveys helps minimize social desirability bias (Cooper, et al., 2006). 
3.3 Sample 
The target population is potential entrepreneurs: individuals who generate new venture ideas 
who might start a venture based on that idea. Even though traits such as high need for 
achievement, self-efficacy, and locus of control have been found to make an individual more 
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 likely to become an entrepreneur, individuals who do not have such traits have also become 
entrepreneurs (Heinrichs & Walter, 2013). Therefore, as the attempt to find an 
entrepreneurial personality has been largely futile, the entire working age population can be 
considered a population of potential entrepreneurs (Davidsson, 2005).  
Nevertheless, postgraduate students were selected as potential entrepreneurs in this study as 
they are one of the groups within the wider population that is most likely to get involved in 
both commercial and social entrepreneurship (Harding & Cowling, 2006; Terjesen, et al., 
2012). The sample selected is a theoretically relevant sample; strict representativeness of the 
population is not a major goal of this study. Although student samples have been considered 
inappropriate for certain types of entrepreneurship research, Shepherd and DeTienne (2005) 
have argued that postgraduate students make adequate surrogates for entrepreneurs in terms 
of decision-making, especially if the research is about analyzing cognitive processes as this 
research is. Moreover, making entrepreneurs the target sample would have not provided 
adequate variety given that the population of potential entrepreneurs also consists of 
individuals who may not become an entrepreneur – only selecting practicing entrepreneurs 
would have resulted in a type of survival bias (Davidsson, 2005). 
As the study focuses on the social orientation of venture ideas and seeks to test hypotheses 
related to work experience, postgraduate students fit this study better than undergraduate 
students as they are more likely than undergraduates to have work experience. Further, in 
order to ensure variability in work experience, postgraduate students from faculties of 
business, health, and science and engineering were selected as the sampling frame. The 
postgraduate students all attended the same university. Table 3.1 displays relevant 
information about the sample. 
Table 3.1 Sample demographics and relevant information (n=197) 
 
% of total sample 
(rounded) 
n= 
Female 55% 108 
Male 45% 89 
Aged 20-25 27% 54 
Aged 26-35 55% 108 
Aged 36+ 18% 35 
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 Have entrepreneurship experience 26% 51 
Have business experience (avg.=4.1 years, 
n=197) 
75% 147 
Have Third Sector experience incl. 
volunteering (avg.=1.7 years, n=197) 
53% 103 
 
Out of the 200 respondents who completed the online survey, 197 were deemed to have 
described a valid new venture idea; they also described it sufficiently enough for the raters to 
be able to gauge the idea’s social orientation in a meaningful manner. Out of the three left out 
of analysis, one respondent did not enter any description for the idea, one described it in an 
incomprehensible manner, and one described an idea for personal use of the technology.  
3.4 Sampling method 
Uncovering cognitive mechanisms of potential entrepreneurs is the main goal of this research 
rather than strict representativeness of the entire population. Therefore, non-probability 
sampling technique was used (Malhotra, 2008). 
Firstly, after the survey instrument and the study were approved by the ethics evaluation team 
of the university and deemed to conform to Australian ethical standards, a pilot survey was 
administered on three postgraduate students. Detailed discussions about the survey 
instrument were held with these participants after the completion of the survey. All the three 
participants – an entrepreneur, an entrepreneurship researcher, and a science PhD candidate – 
expressed that the questions and scale measures were clear. Further, going through their 
open-ended responses revealed that the open-ended questions had content validity in that they 
elicited responses as intended (Zikmund, et al., 2012). The instruments were further checked 
by a social entrepreneurship scholar and a highly experienced entrepreneurship scholar before 
being launched. 
For the main survey, postgraduate students self-selected for the online survey by clicking on 
an email link that was sent to the entire postgraduate student population of the business, 
health, and science and engineering faculties of a large university (Malhotra, 2008). A quota 
was set to 200 completed surveys given budget restrictions; the quota was reached 
approximately three weeks after the launch of the survey.  
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 The invitation email was carefully designed so as not to give any hints that the research was 
about social entrepreneurship; this ensured the absence of social desirability bias during the 
venture idea generation section of the survey, which was the first section. The avoidance of 
social desirability bias was very important given the nature of this study, especially during 
venture idea generation, which determined the social orientation of the venture idea – the 
dependent variable. Nevertheless, the email indicated that the survey was about generating 
new venture ideas based on 3D-printing technology, which might have made it likelier for 
entrepreneurially-oriented individuals to self-select into the survey. This would have helped 
the external validity of the survey.  
After clicking on a link in the invitation email, participants were automatically directed to an 
online survey, which had a participant information sheet at the beginning that provided 
information about the anonymity of responses and reassured the participant that their new 
venture idea would not be reported or shared. This was then followed by the description of 
the 3D-Printing technology and the subsequent open-ended questions about the new venture 
idea and the measures for the hypotheses of this study. 
An incentive of an AU$20 gift card was offered for participation in the survey. As 
participants were required to generate venture ideas, it was hoped that the incentive would 
make it more likely for them to give time to think properly. In fact, 197 of the 200 survey 
responses were adequately detailed and thoughtful in describing new venture ideas. A pilot of 
the survey was administered on three postgraduate students, who took from 25 to 35 minutes 
to complete the survey, the length of the survey being another reason to offer an incentive. 
Although response bias can be associated with incentives, as representativeness of the 
population is not a major goal of this research, this response bias would have had minimal 
impact on the research outcomes. Personal contact information for receiving the incentive 
was collected in a separate survey so as not to link this information to the rest of the data and 
keep the main survey anonymous – participants were notified of this. 
3.5 Survey instrument 
The survey asked participants to generate a new venture idea based on 3D-printing 
technology at the beginning and to describe their idea in open-ended questions before 
answering scale-based questions and questions with answer options. Asking participants to 
generate a new venture idea during the survey ensured that recall bias and retrospective bias – 
both common problems in entrepreneurship research – were minimized (Davidsson, 2005).  
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 3D-printing technology was used to study cognitive processes involved in new venture idea 
generation by Shane (2000) as well as Grégoire, Barr, et al. (2010). This technology is 
particularly well-suited for this study too as some of the hypotheses rely on the diversity of 
industries and 3D-printing can be a basis for a wide variety of ideas for products and services 
for a broad range of industries, as was the case in Shane (2000). Moreover, the technology is 
also neutral in terms of the potential social orientation of the venture idea – i.e. products or 
services based on 3D-printing can be used for both social and profit purposes, as it indeed 
turned out to be the case. In fact, participants did generate unique new venture ideas for a 
wide range of industries – from social industries such as health to profit-oriented industries 
such as business services – and there was also a good range in the social orientation of 
venture ideas as will be shown later. 
Specific open-ended questions regarding the venture idea were posed: for example, one 
question asked who the prospective customers of the imagined venture would be and another 
asked what the participant would do with the possible revenue surplus of the imagined 
venture. In studying the venture idea generation process, Grégoire, Shepherd, and Schurer-
Lambert (2010) had used a verbal protocol analysis technique; this study attempted to capture 
this process through a similar but more structured approach that allows free thinking but does 
not require long interviews. Instead of recording the entire think-out-loud verbalizations, 
participants were asked to describe relevant aspects of their venture idea in writing through 
specific questions after they were asked to take their time to think about a venture idea first. 
Participants in this study provided 131 words on average to describe their new venture idea – 
spread across questions about various aspects of the idea – and the researchers deemed all of 
the responses utilized in this study to have given enough detail to provide a good indication 
of the social orientation of the venture idea. The venture ideas used in this study were also 
considered to have been reasonable and executable – there were three cases for which this 
was not the case and the three were thus excluded from analysis, as will be discussed later.  
Even though the hypotheses assert causation, which is normally best researched through an 
experiment where the order of occurrence can be controlled for (Zikmund, et al., 2012), the 
fact that the survey requires participants to generate an idea during the survey means that the 
independent variables such as the perceived strength of the profit maximization norm, work 
experience, and altruistic commitment can be reasonably assumed to exist before the 
generation of the venture idea. When there is a relationship between the social orientation of 
the new venture idea and the aforementioned independent variables, it would be the 
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 independent variables that would be the cause as they exist prior to the generation of the 
venture idea. Therefore, the type of survey that is utilized here has the control aspect of an 
experiment as far as the temporal order is concerned (Neuman, 2005). 
3.6 Survey design and measures 
The survey consisted of open-ended questions, Likert-scales with varying points, a ‘check all 
that apply’ question, and a list-box question. This variety in question type helps reduce 
common method bias that is often associated with survey instruments (Zikmund, et al., 2012). 
3.6.1 Sequence of questions 
The sequence of questions in the survey was an important consideration because of potential 
social desirability bias and other biases resulting from participants becoming aware of the 
topics of this research. In order to minimize such biases, participants were asked to come up 
with a new venture idea before seeing questions that could reveal to them what the study was 
about. The description of the venture idea provided the dependent variable for this study and 
so it was crucial that social desirability bias was minimized during the idea-generation phase. 
Participants were first presented with a description of a 3D-printer as used by Grégoire, Barr, 
et al. (2010) with minor modifications for better comprehensibility (see Appendix). They 
were then asked to take their time to generate a new venture idea based on the technology; 
they were also urged to generate an idea that they would be interested in pursuing, thus 
indicating desirability for the idea. Then they were to describe their idea through open-ended 
questions that asked about specific characteristics of the product or service idea as well as the 
imagined venture. These questions were designed to gauge the social orientation of the 
venture idea and to make the participants think about their idea in sufficient detail so as to be 
able to answer questions in later sections about the idea suitably.  
Open-ended questions to describe the idea were followed by a 3-item measure for the 
perceived strength of the profit-maximization norm in the target industry for the new venture 
idea. After that, they were asked to enter years of work experience in the Third Sector. This 
was followed by a 3-item scale to measure altruistic commitment, followed by demographic 
questions. Finally, participants, if they chose to provide personal information to receive a 
AU$20 gift card incentive, were redirected to a separate survey that collected this information 
to send the gift card through mail. 
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 Below are descriptions of the measures for the constructs that are part of the conceptual 
framework. 
3.6.2 Social orientation of the venture idea 
The dependent variable – social orientation of the venture idea – is based on the rating of 
social orientation given to a new venture idea by the researchers after reading the verbatim 
descriptions of the venture idea for each respondent. Two researchers rated the ideas in terms 
of how social they were on a 5-point scale (1=fully profit-oriented, 5=fully socially-oriented). 
Indications of social mission and prosocial motive in the description of the idea helped decide 
the level of social orientation. The open-ended questions that helped gauge the social 
orientation of the venture idea are listed below in Table 3.2 along with the average number of 
words for the response to each question. 
Table 3.2 Open-ended questions to describe new venture idea and average responses 
Q# Open-ended question about venture idea 
Avg. word 
count 
1 
What object(s) produced by the 3DP technology is your venture idea 
based on? In other words, how would you use the 3DP technology to 
start a new venture? 
22 
2 
What problem(s) will the object(s) produced by the 3DP technology 
help solve? In other words, what problem(s) will your new venture 
provide solution(s) for? 
27 
3 
Thinking about your venture idea, who would be the 
customers/clients/beneficiaries of your new venture? 
16 
4 
How would your new venture provide its 
customers/clients/beneficiaries with its products or services? 
17 
5 What would be the main purpose of you starting the venture? 13 
6 
Imagine that after starting your venture, your running revenues are 
consistently higher than your running costs (revenues > costs). What 
would you do with your surplus revenue? 
16 
7 
How will you fund your new venture idea? In other words, where 
would you get the necessary funds (money) to start your venture? 
14 
8 Which industry is your new venture idea for?  6 
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  Total words per respondent (average) 131 
 
The open-ended questions were designed based on two factors: the essential features of an 
executable new venture idea and the specific features of a new venture idea that indicate 
social orientation. Two major studies were used to design these questions: CAUSEE – a 
large-scale study that employs detailed questionnaires about the features of new ventures 
(Davidsson, Gordon, & Steffens, 2012) – and FASES – a comprehensive study about social 
entrepreneurship that details specific characteristics of social enterprises, thus revealing what 
features of a venture indicate social orientation (Barraket, et al., 2010). The open-ended 
questions were first pilot-tested on three postgraduate students, who expressed that they 
found the questions to be both clear and relevant to entrepreneurship. Further, the reading of 
responses by the three pilot participants as well as the 197 participants in the main survey 
revealed that answers were in line with what was intended for each open-ended question 
indicating content validity or face validity (Zikmund, et al., 2012).  
The raters read the responses to each open-ended question for indications of social 
orientation. Certain questions were expected to provide more direct indications of social 
orientation – e.g., “What would be the main purpose of you starting the venture?” Others 
were designed both to ensure that the participant had thought adequately about the basic 
features of a venture and to offer clues about social orientation – e.g., “Thinking about your 
venture idea, who would be the customers/clients/beneficiaries of your new venture?” The 
last two open-ended questions – i.e. “How will you fund your new venture idea?” and 
“Which industry is your new venture idea for?” – were not used in the rating of social 
orientation; this was done to ensure that the dependent variable was separate from 
independent  variables – i.e. expected funding sources and the perceived profit-maximization 
norm in the target industry. These last two questions were intended to make the respondent 
think about the venture idea in greater detail and also to make them think about funding and 
the target industry without suggestions from the researchers to preserve spontaneity – 
suggestions came later in the survey in the form of ‘select from the given options’ type 
questions. 
The raters paid particular attention to responses to the more direct questions relating to the 
purpose of the venture and the use of surplus revenue and complemented the indications of 
social orientation in these responses with clues about social orientation obtained from 
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 responses to the other open-ended questions. For example, if the response to the question, 
“What would be the main purpose of you starting the venture?” indicated that profit was the 
main purpose – as was often the case – and if the respondent had not expressed elsewhere 
that one of her goals or motives was to help others, then her venture idea was given a rating 
of 1 out of 5 in social orientation. Similarly, if a respondent had indicated that the main 
purpose was to help others and other responses made it clear that there was no profit motive, 
then her idea was given a 5 out of 5 for social orientation. Scores between 1 and 5 were given 
when there was a mix of social elements and profit-making elements in the venture idea. This 
method of rating social orientation took into account the fact that ventures can be socially 
oriented in a variety of ways: they can target disadvantaged customers, they can target a 
wealthy customer base and divert the revenue surplus to charities, they can employ the 
disadvantaged, they can offer products or services that help solve social problems, they can 
be a business that is highly environmentally-conscious, and so on. 
The inter-rater reliability based on Pearson’s correlation is .85. The two raters were the author 
of this thesis and a PhD candidate specializing in entrepreneurship. Although the PhD 
candidate was familiar with social entrepreneurship, the author explained to him in detail the 
possible levels of social orientation of a venture idea before the rating occurred so that both 
were guided by the same criteria for rating. Five randomly chosen cases were initially rated 
separately and each case was discussed immediately after rating one to further ensure that the 
raters were in alignment with each other. It became apparent that the raters were rating the 
social orientation of ideas with similar reasoning after rating these five cases, so it was 
deemed unnecessary to rate more cases in this manner. Following this, the rest was rated 
separately by the two raters without further discussion. Out of 200 completed surveys, the 
raters agreed that three cases were not ratable: in one case, a respondent answered all 
questions with “A,” another case described personal use for the 3D printer, and the third case 
was too vague and could not pass for a venture idea.  
The DV used in analysis is a composite of the rating of both raters; this way, where there was 
disagreement, the average rating is taken. Therefore, the rating is out of 10 with 2 being the 
lowest possible rating. The mean for the social orientation is 4.25 and the standard deviation 
is 2.80. Figure 3.1 shows the frequency for each unit of rating. Almost half of all new venture 
ideas received the lowest possible rating of 2 meaning that they were completely profit-
oriented. One in ten was completely socially oriented. It is clear from the chart that most 
ideas were towards the profit-orientation end, as would be expected. 
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Figure 3.1 Relative frequencies of ratings for the social orientation of the new venture idea 
3.6.3 Altruistic commitment 
Measures of altruism in the psychology literature are usually oriented towards empathic 
emotions or past prosocial behavior (e.g. Carlo & Randall, 2002; Rushton, Chrisjohn, & 
Fekken, 1981), which, as previously discussed, are not be the most appropriate for social 
entrepreneurship as empathic emotions are person-specific and transient and past prosocial 
behaviors such as volunteering are domain-specific, meaning that they may not translate into 
altruism for social entrepreneurship (Batson & Powell, 2003). As discussed at length in 
Chapter 2, a fitting altruism construct for the social entrepreneurship domain would be 
altruistic commitment, which is broad in scope and incorporates aspects of social justice, and 
comes with a willingness to dedicate significant time and effort – self-sacrifice. A measure of 
altruistic commitment seems to be lacking in the social entrepreneurship literature as well as 
the wider literature. The closest measure is perhaps that of public service motivation (PSM) 
in the public administration literature but this measure was designed for public servants and 
therefore contains many items that are not relevant to social entrepreneurship (Perry, 1996).  
Therefore, a new scale was developed for this study based on the ‘commitment to alleviate 
suffering’ construct proposed by Miller, et al. (2012) and the community- and society-
directed altruism observed by Fauchart and Gruber (2011), Germak and Robinson (2014), 
and Boluk and Mottiar (2014) in social entrepreneurs. In addition, the dedication to justice as 
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 expressed by the ‘missionaries’ in Fauchart and Gruber (2011) and thought by Batson and 
Powell (2003) to be important in creating a commitment to a cause was also incorporated into 
the scale. The scale measures intention rather than attitudes, motivations, or past behaviors. 
Intention is the strongest predictor of future behavior compared to attitude, motivation, and 
past behavior (Krueger, Reilly, & Carsrud, 2000). The 3-item scale is presented below in 
Table 3.3 preceded by the question. The three items used capture the breadth of the altruistic 
commitment construct: they measure commitment to helping society, to helping people in 
one’s community, and to creating a just and equal society. Thus, the scale incorporates 
empathy, collectivism, and principlism as well as the necessary commitment to sacrifice 
significant time and effort for altruistic ends (Batson & Powell, 2003). A 5-point Likert-scale 
was used from ‘very committed’ to ‘not at all committed.’ The variable for altruistic 
commitment used in the analysis in the next chapter is the mean of the three items reversed; 
so, a higher number means greater altruistic commitment. The mean for this scale is 2.76 and 
the standard deviation is .85. 
Question  
How committed are you to the following? (Commitment here means willingness to dedicate 
significant time and effort in your life.) 
Table 3.3 Altruistic commitment scale 
Helping society or the world at large 
Helping others in your community (besides family and friends) 
Creating a just and equal society 
 
The altruistic commitment scale has construct validity in that it is derived from existing 
concepts as per the previous paragraph; it has content validity as it is worded in a manner that 
is consistent with what it is intending to measure – see foregoing discussion; and it also has 
criterion validity as it has a significant correlation with the social orientation of the venture 
idea – as can be seen in the next chapter (Zikmund, et al., 2012). Further, content validity is 
also tested through exploratory factor analysis, which revealed that all three items have good 
loadings – minimum loading of .87 – on to the only discernable latent dimension – the only 
dimension with Eigenvalue above 1 (Hair, et al., 2006). 
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 In terms of reliability, the scale has a Cronbach’s alpha of .88, with anything above .60 
normally signaling good reliability (Hair, et al., 2006; Santos, 1999). Further, in terms of 
item-to-total correlation, the Pearson’s correlations for each item to the overall scale in the 
order presented in Table 3.3 are .90, .87, and .91, which show good reliability (Hair, et al., 
2006). 
3.6.4 Perceived strength of the profit-maximization norm 
In organizational studies and in entrepreneurship research, institutional factors are measured 
almost exclusively at the macro-level (Bruton, Ahlstrom, & Li, 2010); this is despite the fact 
that “institutions are sustained, altered and extinguished as they are enacted by individuals” 
(Powell & Colyvas, 2008, p. 276). The effect of an institutional norm on a venture idea is 
determined by the potential entrepreneur’s awareness of the norm rather than a general level 
of the norm at a macro level (Bercovitz & Feldman, 2008; Cialdini & Trost, 1998); if a 
potential entrepreneur has never encountered an institutional norm and is completely unaware 
of it, then it will not affect her cognition. Therefore, in studying the effect of institutional 
norms on the cognition of potential entrepreneurs, it is more appropriate to measure the 
perception of the norm rather than at the general-level; this would be similar to the construct 
‘subjective norm’ in the ‘theory of planned behavior’ (Ajzen, 2002). 
The profit-maximization norm as a construct is new to the entrepreneurship literature, 
especially in empirical studies, as far as the author is aware. Although the norm of profit-
maximization, especially in terms of institutional logics, is highly relevant to social 
entrepreneurship, it is barely addressed in social entrepreneurship studies as a major factor in 
influencing the social orientation of ventures. Therefore, this study not only develops the 
construct but also the measure for the construct at the individual-level – i.e. the perception of 
the institutional norm. 
As discussed in Chapter 2, different industries have different levels of the profit-
maximization norm as some industries such as health and education consist of a substantial 
number of nonprofit enterprises and public enterprises (Handy, 1997; Hansmann, 1980; 
Lyons & Passey, 2006). As a result of this, potential entrepreneurs’ perception of the strength 
of the profit-maximization norm should differ by industry. This was indeed found to be the 
case in this study. Participants generated ideas for a large variety of industries – one of the 
questions in the survey had asked them to pick from given options which industry their 
venture idea was for. Figure 3.2 illustrates the average levels of the perceived strength of the 
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 profit-maximization as indicated by the participants for their target industry. It had been 
expected that as a result of the differences by industry, the isomorphic pressures to conform 
to the profit-maximization norm would vary for the participants on average. However, 
although the average perceived strength of the profit-maximization norm differs by industry, 
it is still the individual-level perception of the norm rather than the industry-level strength of 
the norm that is hypothesized to influence the cognition of potential entrepreneurs. The 
variation by industry provides a wide range of the perceived strength of the norm, which 
makes it easier to test for the relevant hypotheses as they are based on this variation in the 
strength of the norm – e.g. ‘the stronger the profit-maximization norm is perceived to be, the 
less socially oriented a venture idea will be.’ 
 
Figure 3.2 Perceived strength of the profit-maximization norm by industry 
A three-item scale was developed to measure the perceived strength of the profit-
maximization norm. The first item measured the most fundamental logic of profit-
maximization: how much ventures in the target industry typically focused on maximizing 
profit for the owner(s) as opposed to doing good for others. The second item was about the 
owner(s) of ventures in an industry; it asked how much owner(s) are typically willing to 
sacrifice profits for the good of others – others being customers, suppliers, employees, the 
community, other beneficiaries, or the environment. This second item was reversed in scale 
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 in order to counter common-method bias (Zikmund, et al., 2012). The third item asked 
whether ventures in an industry typically have more financial goals or social goals – i.e. the 
institutional logics in the industry. The responses were measured on 11-point bipolar scales to 
suit the types of questions asked: the rationale was that by providing a percentage scale – 
from 100% focus on the profit aspect to equal focus on both aspects to 100% focus on the 
social aspect – a more precise and objective choice would be made by the respondents. This 
was especially likely to be the case for the second item that asked how much of their personal 
profit owner(s) were typically willing to sacrifice for the social good. The scale is presented 
in Figure 3.3. The variable for this measure that is used in the analysis in the next chapter is a 
mean of the three items with the first and third item reversed. The mean for the combined 
scale is 6.50 and the standard deviation is 2.23. 
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Figure 3.3 The scale to measure the perceived strength of the profit-maximization norm  
The Cronbach’s alpha for the scale is .78, which is above the conventional cut-off point of 
.60 for acceptable reliability (Hair, et al., 2006). In terms of item-to-total correlation, the 
Pearson’s correlations for each item to the overall scale in the order presented in Figure 3.2 
are .87, .78, and .86, which indicate good reliability (Hair, et al., 2006). Factor analysis 
showed that all three items have good loadings – minimum loading of .75 – on to the only 
dimension with Eigenvalue above 1 (Hair, et al., 2006). 
3.6.5 Third sector experience 
Third sector experience was measured by a direct question asking the respondents to type in 
the number of years of experience they had in the Third Sector, including volunteering 
experience – which was found to be an important factor in social entrepreneurship by 
Shumate, et al. (2014) and Tracey, et al. (2011). Participants were instructed to enter ‘1’ even 
if they had only “some months of experience” as this would indicate some familiarity with 
Third Sector logics as opposed to no familiarity. Specifically, respondents were asked about 
experience in not-for-profit organizations – the popular term for nonprofits in Australia (see 
Fitzgerald, Trewin, Gordon, & McGregor-Lowndes, 2010) – and in social enterprises, which 
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 are considered by many scholars to be part of the Third Sector (Defourny & Nyssens, 2010); 
further, the inclusion of social enterprises is more likely to help than hinder the theoretical 
relevance of the measure as social enterprises, by definition, also incorporate Third Sector 
logics rather than profit-maximizing logics (Dees, 1998). The mean number of years of Third 
Sector experience is 1.74 and the standard deviation is 3.22. 
3.6.6 Control variables 
Age and gender were used as control variables in the analysis. These demographic measures 
were placed at the end of the survey. There is a possibility that conformity to norms varies 
with both age and gender; if this is the case, reactions to isomorphic pressures to conform to 
the profit-maximization norm could differ by age and gender. Age might be especially 
important to control as it is more likely that older participants have been exposed to the 
profit-maximization norm for a longer period and might be more aware of the consequences 
of deviance, which could mean that their level of conformity to norms is greater than younger 
participants.  
3.6.7 Descriptive statistics and correlation 
Table 3.4 shows the descriptive and correlations between the variables. There is moderate 
negative correlation between social orientation of venture idea (social orientation) and the 
perceived strength of the profit maximization norm (profit norm). The correlation between 
altruistic commitment (altruism) and social orientation is positive but relatively weak; same 
goes for the correlation between social orientation and Third Sector experience (Hair, et al., 
2006).  
Table 3.4 Descriptive statistics and correlations (n=197) 
 
 
Mean 
     SD Alpha 1 2 3 4 5 
1 Social 
 
 4.25 2.80 -      
2 Altruism  2.76 .85 .88   .23**     
3 Profit norm  6.50 2.23 .77 -
 
-.20**    
4 Third sector 
 
 1.74 3.22 -   .03   .16* -.04   
5 Age 30.07 6.67 -  -.09   .08  .03  .29**  
6 Gender  1.45 .50 -  -.11  -.12    -.06 -.17* .03 
* p < .05; ** p < .01; ***p < .001. Note: Social orientation=social orientation of the venture idea; 
altruism=altruistic commitment; profit norm=perceived strength of the profit-maximization norm in the target 
industry for the venture idea; for-profit investors=the degree of expected involvement of for-profit investors; 
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 Third Sector exp.= years of experience in not-for-profit organizations and social enterprises. For gender, 
1=female and 2=male. 
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 Chapter 4: Results 
 
Hierarchical linear regression was used to analyse the effects of the independent variables 
and interactions on the dependent variable – the social orientation of the venture idea. 
Independent variables in the regression analysis are mean-centered so as to avoid potential 
collinearity problems (Cohen, et al., 2013). Tests for normality, linearity, homoscedasticity, 
and independence were performed and all tests indicated that the data was not problematic for 
regression analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Multicollinearity is unlikely to have 
confounded the results as diagnostic tests indicated that the VIFs were all well below 10 
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). 
As a non-probability sampling technique was used and as this study is concerned more with 
the strength of hypothesized relationships rather than representativeness of the population, the 
statistical inference – i.e. significance levels – presented below might not be of the greatest 
consequence, although it may be thought of as a rough safeguard against giving inaccurate 
interpretations to effects that could easily be due to stochastic influences (Davidsson, 2005; 
Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).  
4.1 Main effects 
The results of the hierarchical regression analyses are reported in Table 4.1. The table shows 
the results for the base model containing the two control variables, the main effects model, 
and models 1 and 2 that include the two interaction terms for analyses of moderation. The 
main effects model, which includes the main effects of altruism, profit norm, and Third 
Sector experience, explains a significant amount of variance in social orientation (R2 = .24, p 
< .001). Therefore, the main effects model explains about a quarter of the variance in social 
orientation, which is fairly high for a lean model with only three independent variables – 
anything above an R2 of .50 for a model can be considered suspiciously high as such 
explanatory power is extremely rare in survey-based research (Davidsson, 2005). 
 
As shown in the base model in Table 4.1, the control variables of age and gender do not have 
any significant effects on the dependent variable. In the main effects model, altruism has a 
significant positive relationship with social orientation (β = .14, p < .05). This supports 
Hypothesis 1. The regression results for the main effects model also reveal that the profit 
norm has a significant negative relationship with social orientation (β = -.42, p < .001); a 
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 standardized coefficient of -.42 indicates a relatively strong negative effect on social 
orientation. This provides support for Hypothesis 2. 
 
It is worth noting that the direct relationship between altruism and social orientation is not a 
strong one as a rise of one standard deviation of altruism is predicted to increase social 
orientation by only .14 standard deviations – compared to a change of -.42 caused by the 
profit norm (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). This was expected as the profit-maximization norm 
was hypothesized to constrain altruism’s influence, which will be discussed later. 
 
Hypothesis 3 predicted that work experience in the Third Sector has a significant positive 
relationship with social orientation of the venture idea, which is not the case as per the results 
(β = -.01, n. s.) as the effect size is almost nil. Therefore, there is no support for Hypothesis 3. 
 
Table 4.1a Hierarchical multiple regression results with ‘the social orientation of the venture 
idea’ as the dependent variable (n=197)   
 
Variables Base model Main effects Model 1 Model 2 
 β β β β 
Age -.09 -.08 -.08 -.07 
Gender -.11 -.11 -.11 -.12 
Altruism (H1)      .14*        .17** .11 
Profit norm (H2)         -.42***      -.36***       -.45*** 
Third sector exp. (H3)  -.01 .02 .02 
Altruism  X Profit norm (H4)        -.28***  
Third sector exp. X Profit norm (H5)      .14* 
     
R2 .02       .24***       .31***      .26*** 
Adjusted R2 .01       .22***       .29***      .23*** 
R2 Change         .22***       .07***   .02*          
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.  
a The tests for significance are one-tailed as the hypotheses are directional.  
4.2 Moderation effects 
The results for the two hypotheses based on interactions between variables are discussed 
below. 
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 4.2.1 Moderation effect of profit norm on altruism 
Hypothesis 4 predicted that the influence of altruism on social orientation will be moderated 
by the profit norm such that the greater the perceived strength of the profit norm, the lower 
the influence of altruism will be. Model 1, which includes the interaction between altruism 
and the profit norm, registers a significant increase in the amount of variance explained in 
social orientation, over and above the main effects model (ΔR2 = .07, p < .001). Therefore, 
addition of the interaction term alone to the model explained an additional 7% of the variance 
in social orientation. 
The results show that this interaction term is significantly and negatively related to the 
dependent variable (β = -.28, p < .001). A clearer portrayal of the effect size can be achieved 
by plotting a graph of the moderation effect, as displayed in Figure 1 (Aiken, West, & Reno, 
1991). Social orientation is plotted on the y-axis in its entire range and profit norm on the x-
axis as low (one standard deviation below the mean) and high (one standard deviation above 
the mean) with the straight line in the graph representing low altruism (one standard deviation 
below the mean) and the dotted line for high altruism (one standard deviation above the 
mean) (Aiken, et al., 1991). The graph enables a clearer interpretation of the nature of the 
interaction. For those with low altruism, the profit norm hardly makes a difference in terms of 
how social the venture idea is; however, for those with high altruism, the profit norm makes a 
marked difference as the social orientation is substantially lower when there is a strong profit 
norm. The plot and the regression results provide support for Hypothesis 4.  
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 Figure 4.1 Interaction effect of altruism and perceived strength of the profit-maximization 
norm 
4.2.2 Moderation effect of Third Sector experience on profit norm 
Hypothesis 6 predicted that experience in the Third Sector would reduce the negative 
influence of the profit norm on social orientation. Model 2, which includes the interaction 
between Third Sector experience and the profit norm, engenders a significant but relatively 
weaker increase in the amount of variance explained in the dependent variable compared to 
the main effects model (ΔR2 = .02, p < .05); the addition of this interaction term to the model 
explained an additional 2% of variance in social orientation. The results from model 2 in 
Table 2 indicate that the interaction between experience in the Third Sector and the profit 
norm has a positive effect on the dependent variable that is statistically significant (β = .14, p 
< .05) but the effect is weaker compared to the interaction in model 1. Once again, this 
interaction was plotted (Figure 2) to enable a clearer interpretation of the effect size as well as 
the nature of the relationship. Social orientation is plotted on the y-axis and the profit norm 
on the x-axis as low (one standard deviation below the mean) and high (one standard 
deviation above the mean) with the straight line in the graph representing low experience in 
the Third Sector (one standard deviation below the mean) and the dotted line for high 
experience (one standard deviation above the mean). It can be seen that Third Sector 
experience decreases the negative influence of the profit norm – when it is strong – on social 
orientation. Therefore, Hypothesis 5 is also supported. 
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Figure 4.2 Interaction effect of Third Sector experience and perceived strength of the profit-
maximization norm 
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 Chapter 5: Discussion 
 
This study set out to investigate the role of altruism in entrepreneurship and how institutional 
norms constrain and encourage the expression of altruism in a new venture idea. Specifically, 
the profit-maximization norm in the business sector was examined as a possible constraint on 
altruism in regards to a new venture idea. Further, Third Sector experience was explored as 
both a possible positive influence on the social orientation of the venture idea and as a 
potential buffer that counteracts the inhibitive effect of the profit-maximization norm on the 
expression of altruism in a new venture idea.  
5.1 Overview of findings 
The hypotheses derived in this study and the corresponding findings are presented in Table 
5.1 below followed by the discussion of the hypotheses and findings. 
Table 5.1 Overview of hypotheses and findings 
Hypothesis Result 
H1: Altruistic commitment influences the social orientation of a new 
venture idea: the greater the altruistic commitment, the more socially 
oriented the venture idea. 
Supported 
H2: The stronger the profit-maximization norm is perceived to be in the 
target industry, the less socially oriented a venture idea will be. 
Supported 
H3: The greater the work experience in the Third Sector, the more socially 
oriented a venture idea will be. 
Not supported 
H4: The perceived profit-maximization norm moderates the influence of 
altruistic commitment on the social orientation of the venture idea: the 
stronger the norm is perceived to be, the smaller the influence of altruistic 
commitment. 
Supported 
H5: Third sector experience moderates the influence of the perceived 
profit-maximization norm on the social orientation of the new venture 
idea: the greater the work experience in the Third Sector the weaker the 
negative influence of the perceived profit-maximization norm will be. 
Supported 
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5.2 Altruism 
Past studies have shown the importance of altruism when it comes to engaging in social 
entrepreneurship (Bargsted, et al., 2013; Boluk & Mottiar, 2014; Fauchart & Gruber, 2011; 
Germak & Robinson, 2014). However, these studies looked at entrepreneurs who were 
already social entrepreneurs. The finding of this study in regards to altruism reveals that 
altruism – more specifically, altruistic commitment – predisposes any potential entrepreneur 
to think of socially-oriented venture ideas, which can lead to social enterprises. However, this 
does not mean that all altruistic individuals think of socially-oriented venture ideas or that a 
high degree of altruism is necessary to generate socially-oriented venture ideas – as will be 
discussed later, norms have a major role to play in the social orientation of new venture ideas. 
Importantly, it appears that altruism gives potential to engage in social entrepreneurship but 
whether this potential bears fruit depends on norms, specifically the profit-maximization 
norm. If an altruistic potential entrepreneur is only familiar with business practices that are 
profit-maximizing in nature, she is very likely to automatically (and unwittingly) incorporate 
such practices into her own venture, which would mean that her altruistic impulses would not 
find free expression in her venture; in this case, her altruism would be stymied by mimetic 
isomorphism. Therefore, even though altruism has an important role in social 
entrepreneurship, how much of a role it has in a given case of entrepreneurship depends on 
the social environment of the entrepreneur. Industries such as health and education were more 
conducive to the expression of altruism through entrepreneurship than industries such as 
construction and transport; part of this is explained by the fact that health and education 
industries offer legitimate alternative socially-oriented templates for new private ventures 
while construction and transport industries offer few such alternatives, if at all. Therefore, 
rather than being simply a matter of the presence of altruistic commitment, it is more about 
whether the potential entrepreneur possesses relevant knowledge to be able to express the 
altruistic commitment through her venture and whether the social environment is conducive 
to its expression. Thus, greater levels of altruistic commitment in the population may not by 
itself increase the incidence of social entrepreneurship without concomitant increase in public 
familiarity with and legitimacy of socially-oriented business practices.  
54 
 
 5.3 Institutional norm of profit-maximization 
Few empirical studies have explicitly looked at the phenomenon of social entrepreneurship in 
the context of the market institution and its accompanying norms. In particular, the profit-
maximization norm of the market institution is rarely touched upon. Social entrepreneurship 
is a type of entrepreneurship that is distinct from its commercial counterpart precisely 
because it does not seek to maximize profit and can consequently focus on goals to enhance 
social welfare (Austin, et al., 2006). Therefore, given that profit-maximization is a key tenet 
of the current market system, this study sought to analyze social entrepreneurship in the 
context of the profit-maximization norm.  
Although altruism is frequently mentioned in the social entrepreneurship literature and the 
profit-maximization norm is often overlooked, the profit-maximization norm appears to have 
a much stronger effect on the social orientation of a new venture idea than altruism does. 
Therefore, it is important that this norm be considered more often in social entrepreneurship 
research as it may explain why most entrepreneurs choose commercial entrepreneurship over 
social entrepreneurship. Mimetic isomorphic pressures are likely to be responsible for a part 
of this choice as the lack of knowledge about practices that are more socially oriented rather 
than profit-maximizing may be a substantial barrier to social entrepreneurship. Therefore, 
spreading awareness and knowledge of alternative practices that are more socially oriented 
may ease such mimetic isomorphic pressures to make a business profit-oriented. One of the 
ways of doing this could be through education. Many world-renowned universities have 
recently started offering courses and even degrees in social entrepreneurship, which signals 
that the process is underway (Nicholls, 2010). However, in order to have a wider impact, it 
may be best to teach socially-oriented practices alongside conventional practices that are 
profit-maximizing; this way, all business students would be exposed to alternative practices 
instead of only those who self-select into separate social entrepreneurship courses. By 
teaching alternative practices in tandem with conventional ones, fewer potential 
entrepreneurs would be restricted by the profit-maximization norm and there would be more 
socially-oriented venture ideas and, in turn, more social enterprises in the world. 
5.4 Third sector experience 
Extant research points to the presence of work experience in the Third Sector – paid or 
volunteering experience – in many social entrepreneurs (Shumate, et al., 2014). However, it 
was not known whether work experience in the Third Sector predisposed potential 
entrepreneurs to social entrepreneurship, especially in regards to generating socially-oriented 
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 venture ideas. This study did not find a connection between Third Sector experience and the 
social orientation of a new venture idea. One of the reasons for this lack of support for the 
hypothesis may be attributable to the measure itself. The measure of Third Sector experience 
included voluntary experience as previous studies had indicated that voluntary experience in 
the Third Sector helped some entrepreneurs create a social enterprise (Shumate, et al., 2014; 
Tracey, et al., 2011). However, voluntary experience comes in many forms: it can be 
intensive where the volunteer dedicates much time and effort – in a humanitarian mission 
abroad, for example – or it can be more casual – a couple of hours a week doing fundraising 
through barbeques, for instance. In Australia, where this study was conducted, volunteers 
volunteer just above two hours a week on average (Lyons, 2009). The familiarity with logics 
inculcated by full-time work is likely to be much deeper and broader than the familiarity of 
Third Sector logics coming from relatively sparse volunteering experience, which is likely to 
expose the volunteer to Third Sector practices only at a superficial level. Given that about a 
quarter of the population of Australia engages in volunteering but less than a tenth of the 
population is actually employed as paid staff in the Third Sector (Lyons, 2009), it may be that 
a majority of participants who indicated Third Sector work experience might have been 
referring to sparse volunteering experience that does not expose one adequately enough to 
Third Sector logics to be able to incorporate such logics into one’s new venture idea. 
However, on the other hand, it may indeed be that even substantial Third Sector work 
experience does not have a significant direct effect on the social orientation of a new venture 
idea. 
5.5 Altruism and the profit-maximization norm 
The examination of the interaction of altruism and the profit-maximization norm has 
provided a richer and more subtle understanding of altruism and its role in entrepreneurship. 
It is evident that the profit-maximization norm suppresses the expression of altruism in a new 
venture idea for potential entrepreneurs with higher levels of altruistic commitment, as 
revealed by the plot of the interaction in the last chapter. This finding suggests that the 
absence of the profit-maximization norm would not necessarily result in all businesses 
becoming social enterprises. Many potential entrepreneurs have higher levels of self-interest 
and lower levels of altruistic commitment and their venture ideas may still be profit-oriented 
in the absence of such norms. On the other hand, it appears likely that the absence or the 
weakening of the profit-maximization norm would result in substantially more socially-
oriented venture ideas in potential entrepreneurs overall, which, in turn, could mean many 
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 more socially-oriented businesses or social enterprises on the ground than is presently the 
case.  
The total absence of norms is highly unlikely in social settings such as the market. 
Nevertheless, what type of norm becomes prevalent is not a given as institutional norms are 
not natural and objective – they are artificial (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). Therefore, it is within 
the realm of possibilities that the profit-maximization norm is replaced by a social-welfare-
maximization norm or even by a norm wherein social value creation goes hand-in-hand with 
economic value creation as advocated by Porter and Kramer (2011). If such a socially-
oriented norm were to replace the profit-maximization norm, given that norms tend to 
suppress certain motives and encourage others, even potential entrepreneurs with lower levels 
of altruistic commitment would be likely to incorporate some socially-oriented logics into 
their new venture ideas; this would be in addition to altruistic potential entrepreneurs 
generating highly socially-oriented venture ideas. This possibility would mean a world where 
a majority of private enterprises set out to solve a plethora of social problems while, 
simultaneously, creating economic growth and financially supporting their respective owners 
and workers – this is informed speculation at this point, of course. The reversal of the profit-
maximization norm might not be sufficient, however, without the proliferation of social 
investors – social investment is, in fact, growing rapidly although still at a nascent stage 
(Casasnovas & Ventresca, 2015). Consumers can also play an important role here: if more 
consumers started showing a preference for social enterprises over commercial businesses – 
which already happens to a degree (Handy, 1997) –, more potential entrepreneurs would 
think of socially-oriented venture ideas. 
5.6 Third sector experience and the profit-maximization norm 
It was hypothesized that Third Sector experience would moderate the influence of the 
perceived profit-maximization norm on the social orientation of the venture idea. Battilana 
and Dorado (2010), Corner and Ho (2010), and Tracey, et al. (2011) had all observed 
entrepreneurs with Third Sector experience incorporating logics of the Third Sector into a 
market-based enterprise. It was argued in chapter 2 that familiarity with the logics of the 
Third Sector equipped potential entrepreneurs with an alternative template for setting up a 
venture, which reduced the mimetic isomorphic pressure to adopt logics based on profit-
maximization. Pache and Santos (2013) had also noted that Third Sector logics bestow 
legitimacy on hybrid organizations to compensate for the legitimacy lost from defying the 
norms of the business sector – this would buffer coercive isomorphic pressures to adopt 
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 profit-maximizing logics. Therefore, it was expected that Third Sector experience would 
make potential entrepreneurs less sensitive to isomorphic pressures to incorporate profit-
maximizing logics into a new venture idea. 
Even though Third Sector experience did not have a direct positive relationship with the 
social orientation of a new venture idea, such experience was found to moderate the 
restricting effect of the profit-maximization norm on the social orientation of the idea. Deeper 
analysis of the interaction between the perceived profit-maximization norm and Third Sector 
experience revealed that, in industries with a strong profit-maximization norm, those with 
high Third Sector experience generated venture ideas that were more socially oriented 
compared to those with low experience. This indicates that Third Sector experience does 
enable potential entrepreneurs to at least partially resist strong isomorphic pressures to follow 
the profit-maximization norm when generating a new venture idea. 
There are two types of nonprofit organizations: those that are largely separate from the 
market and nonprofit enterprises that are primarily market-based (Handy, 1997; Hansmann, 
1980). The measure of Third Sector experience in this study did not take this distinction into 
account – mostly because this distinction is not dichotomous but rather continuous (Austin, et 
al., 2006; Terjesen, et al., 2012). Work experience in a nonprofit enterprise – hospital, 
university, childcare center, etc. – would grant a potential entrepreneur with knowledge of 
socially-oriented practices that are tailor-made for the market in contrast to work experience 
in non-market-based nonprofits that would grant knowledge about logics that have generally 
not been tried in the market.  
Moreover, social enterprises also provide a pertinent alternative template to that of 
commercial businesses that would not only be more socially oriented – tautologically so – but 
also tried and tested in the market setting. Therefore, it is likely that work experience in 
nonprofit enterprises and social enterprises would have greater impact in terms of opposing 
isomorphic pressures to adopt profit-maximizing practices compared to work experience in 
non-market-based nonprofits. Hence, a measure of Third Sector experience that only 
considered experience in nonprofit enterprises and social enterprises would likely reveal a 
larger moderation effect. Moreover, it appears probable that this modification to the measure 
along with the aforementioned considerations of working hours per week and recency of 
experience would show a positive direct relationship between Third Sector experience and 
the social orientation of the venture idea. 
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 Social entrepreneurship is a rapidly growing phenomenon, which means that familiarity with 
social enterprises and their concomitant logics is increasing within the wider public (Kirby & 
Koschmann, 2012; Lumpkin, et al., 2013; Shumate, et al., 2014). This growth in familiarity is 
likely to have a twofold effect: greater legitimacy of social entrepreneurial practices 
(Suchman, 1995) and wider public knowledge of an alternative template to commercial 
business – including in industries that are traditionally profit-oriented such as retail (Barraket, 
et al., 2010; Harding & Cowling, 2006). Greater legitimacy and familiarity, coupled with a 
burgeoning social investment sector, weakens coercive and mimetic isomorphic pressures to 
adopt profit-maximizing logics and is likely to result in more socially-oriented venture ideas 
in potential entrepreneurs – as per the findings of this study –, which would translate into 
more social enterprises on the ground. This would be further aided by the dissemination of 
social entrepreneurship knowledge through formal education – providing greater legitimacy 
to and knowledge of social enterprise logics. In fact, many highly reputed universities have 
recently started including social entrepreneurship education in business curricula and it is yet 
another growing trend (Dees, 2007; Lumpkin, et al., 2013; Nicholls, 2010). Thus, it is 
possible that there will be a snowball effect, where the social entrepreneurship phenomenon 
feeds on its own rising stature to build an even stronger momentum, resulting in wider 
presence of social enterprises in the market. It is difficult to predict the extent of the snowball 
effect and how big the social entrepreneurship movement will become; nonetheless, there 
might be a natural equilibrium where a kind of institutional norm emerges that neither 
suppresses nor exaggerates the expression of altruism in a new venture idea. In other words, 
there might come a time when, generally, a new venture idea is a reflection of the potential 
entrepreneur’s own intrinsic blend of egoistic and altruistic motives; this would lead to a 
private sector that is at least more socially oriented than is currently is – to what extent it is 
hard to predict. 
5.7 Contribution to research 
A better understanding of the role of altruism in entrepreneurship is one of the contributions 
to entrepreneurship research made by this study. This study did confirm the importance of 
altruism, and especially altruistic commitment, in social entrepreneurship with a large sample 
and statistical analysis. More importantly, it was discovered that the expression of altruism in 
entrepreneurship depends on norms – specifically, the profit-maximization norm – and 
whether the entrepreneur possesses Third Sector experience to overcome mimetic and 
coercive isomorphic pressures. 
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 This study also confirmed the importance of motives in opportunity identification. Shane 
(2000) had shown that opportunity identification depended on the prior knowledge of the 
entrepreneur. McMullen and Shepherd (2006), in turn, had proposed that motivation was also 
critical in opportunity identification besides prior knowledge. Indeed, as per the results of this 
study, motivation – altruism in this case – influenced opportunity identification – the new 
venture idea.  
One of the main contributions of this study is the investigation of norms, which have been 
largely overlooked in the entrepreneurship literature despite the fact that norms have a strong 
effect on cognition and behavior, including entrepreneurial cognition and behavior (Cialdini 
& Trost, 1998; Mitchell, et al., 2002). This study identified the profit-maximization norm as a 
highly relevant construct in regards to social entrepreneurship. As the profit-maximization 
norm was found to have a strong influence on potential entrepreneurs – a much stronger 
influence than altruism –, further research on this new construct could provide a deeper and 
more complete understanding of social entrepreneurship phenomenon, especially in terms of 
barriers to social entrepreneurship. 
Unlike much of the research on social entrepreneurship, this research examines social 
entrepreneurship in juxtaposition to commercial entrepreneurship (Lumpkin, et al., 2013). 
This is the first study, as far as the author is aware, that dissects the choice between social and 
commercial entrepreneurship as it is made – the process of making that choice – in the 
earliest emergent stage of entrepreneurship, the formation of a new venture idea. The main 
purpose of this study was to uncover the factors that influence that choice and to ascertain the 
precise role of these factors. Recent domain delineation and agenda-setting efforts in leading 
entrepreneurship journals have explicitly addressed the need to focus on entrepreneurship that 
is not only commercial but also prosocial (e.g. Shepherd, 2015; e.g. Wiklund, et al., 2011). 
However, the trend has been that of branching out of research incorporating prosocial 
motives into a distinct domain of social entrepreneurship rather than the integration of these 
motives into mainstream entrepreneurship research (Mueller, et al., 2011). This study 
attempted to ascertain the role of altruism in entrepreneurship not simply by examining social 
entrepreneurs and their thought processes but by investigating the cognitive mechanisms of 
potential entrepreneurs in forming venture ideas that could be either commercial or social, or 
something in between. In this way, the uncovered role of altruism in entrepreneurship is 
neither overlooked nor overstated. 
60 
 
 This research also contributes to institutional theory, an oft-used and increasingly popular 
theory in organizational studies (Bruton, et al., 2010; Thornton & Ocasio, 2008) and answers 
calls for the greater use of institutional theory in entrepreneurship research (Bruton, et al., 
2010). Although macro-level studies utilizing institutional theory abound in the literature, 
micro-level studies about institutions and institutional constraints are rare but equally 
important as “institutions are sustained, altered and extinguished as they are enacted by 
individuals in concrete social situations” (Powell & Colyvas, 2008, p. 276). Vandenabeele 
(2007, p. 549) states how “little is known about the actual individual level processes within 
institutions.” Vandenabeele (2007) also points to the scarcity of empirical research in this 
area, especially in relation to the constraints of institutions on internal motives. This study 
addresses this gap by empirically examining the process where individuals take into account 
institutional norms as they generate a new venture idea, thus inhibiting or expressing their 
internal motives in the context of institutional pressures. Therefore, the biggest contribution 
of this study to institutional theory is the empirical individual-level approach with a particular 
emphasis on institutional constraints on motives and the buffering effects of alternative 
institutions. 
5.8 Practical implications 
Social entrepreneurship has garnered widespread support across the sociopolitical spectrum 
and a diverse range of organizations attempt to lay claim to the label of ‘social enterprise’ 
because of perceived moral legitimacy benefits deriving from the public and from the state 
(Nicholls, 2010; Suchman, 1995; Teasdale, 2012). Social entrepreneurship promotes the role 
of private enterprise while, at the same time, advancing the public good through private 
enterprise (Dees, 2007). In fact, a growing number of policymakers are acknowledging the 
potential of social entrepreneurship in social intervention by granting special legal status and 
privilege to social enterprises (Teasdale, 2012). In many ways, social enterprises do the work 
of both businesses in growing the economy and providing jobs as well as that of governments 
in alleviating social problems (Harding, 2004). Social entrepreneurship can be the answer to 
both market failure and government failure while also contributing to economic growth – this 
would also be done in a self-sustaining manner without dependence on grants and donations 
(Austin, et al., 2006; Dees, 2007). Therefore, the growth of social entrepreneurship can only 
be a good thing for those interested in fighting endemic social problems such as poverty and 
disadvantage. 
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 However, despite the increasing efforts of policymakers to promote social entrepreneurship, 
little is known about how social entrepreneurship comes about (Lumpkin, et al., 2013). The 
effectiveness of policies to grow social entrepreneurship can be judged by how successful 
they are in creating new social enterprises. Social enterprises only emerge if potential 
entrepreneurs come up with socially-oriented new venture ideas in the first place. Therefore, 
while creating a supportive infrastructure is important for the maturation of existing social 
enterprises, growth of social entrepreneurship activity would require policies to create a 
conducive environment in the private sector for the expression of altruism through 
entrepreneurship. These policies would have to help reduce the isomorphic pressures to 
conform to the profit-maximization norm felt by potential entrepreneurs in most industries. 
These pressures can be reduced in two ways: by making people more familiar with socially-
oriented business practices and by promoting and providing greater legitimacy to such 
practices. 
One way to familiarize potential entrepreneurs with socially-oriented practices is through 
work experience and volunteering in the Third Sector, especially in Third Sector 
organizations that already operate in the market and thus employ practices that are directly 
applicable to the market. Students in secondary schools and high schools could be 
encouraged more to assist charities and other nonprofits by volunteering as operational staff; 
this would not only provide students with valuable work experience but it would also expose 
them to socially-oriented practices. Further, to encourage work experience in the Third 
Sector, it could be promoted as an attractive sector to work in, or at least gain valuable work 
experience in. Familiarity with social enterprises could also be boosted by championing 
successful social enterprises and entrepreneurs through high-profile awards and ceremonies – 
this would be especially impactful if social enterprises in industries such as retail and 
construction are publicized as social enterprises are rare in such industries. 
Social entrepreneurship education can also play vital role in encouraging social 
entrepreneurship. Education would provide the double benefit of diminishing the mimetic 
isomorphic pressure as well as mitigating the coercive isomorphic pressure by providing 
legitimacy to social entrepreneurship. Although many renowned universities are now 
beginning to offer courses and degrees in social entrepreneurship, students often have to self-
select into these courses and degrees meaning that those already interested in social 
entrepreneurship are the ones likely to study it. In order to truly grow social entrepreneurship, 
it is important that education relating to social entrepreneurship practices is not taught 
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 separately but in tandem with conventional business education. Socially-oriented practices 
would have to be presented as legitimate alternatives to conventional profit-maximizing 
business practices in business courses. Teaching socially-oriented practices side-by-side with 
conventional business practices would grant altruistic individuals a chance to express their 
altruism through entrepreneurship instead of suppressing it when only profit-maximizing 
practices are taught. This way, many more individuals would engage in social 
entrepreneurship than is currently the case. 
Another important consideration to grow social entrepreneurship is finance. If for-profit 
investors such as venture capitalists and private banks are the only options for external 
funding for a new venture idea – as is currently the case for most entrepreneurs (Townsend & 
Hart, 2008) –, the coercive isomorphic pressure exerted by such investors to make a venture 
more profit-oriented would ensure that social entrepreneurship is minimized. Therefore, the 
provision of government assistance for social enterprise start-ups and the promotion of social 
investment – a trend that is in its infancy but growing rapidly (Casasnovas & Ventresca, 
2015) – is vital in mitigating the coercive isomorphic pressures to make a venture profit-
oriented. 
In fact, policies to grow social entrepreneurship would be most effective if they incorporated 
all of the aforementioned suggestions as they would work together. In sum, such policies 
should encourage wider participation in the Third Sector through volunteering and 
employment, broaden and deepen social entrepreneurship education at secondary and tertiary 
levels, increase the legitimacy of social entrepreneurship by publicizing successful social 
enterprises in different industries, provide government funding for socially-oriented venture 
ideas, and promote social investment. In the longer term, policymakers can build altruistic 
commitment in citizens through the education system by fostering a greater dedication to the 
public good and nurturing a sense of belongingness to the wider community.  
Once policies stimulate the growth of social entrepreneurship and bolster its momentum, 
there is likely to be a snowball effect where the growing number of social enterprises 
encourages more social entrepreneurship. Thus, policymakers can provide that initial push to 
get the snowball rolling, after which, the social entrepreneurship phenomenon will largely 
take care of itself in regards to growth. 
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 5.9 Limitations and directions for future research 
This study has a few limitations that can be addressed in future research. Firstly, the sample 
used for this study was not a representative sample in that all the participants were not actual 
prospective entrepreneurs thinking of starting a venture (although, one-fifth of the sample did 
indicate that it was likely to very likely that they would be starting a new venture within five 
years and an additional fifth of the sample indicated that this was somewhat likely). Another 
limitation of the sampling – related to representativeness – was that the sample was selected 
using a non-probability sampling technique. Therefore, the external validity of the findings in 
regards to the population of potential entrepreneurs can be improved by examining a more 
representative sample. As was mentioned in the ‘Method’ chapter, as any individual of 
working age can be considered a potential entrepreneur, a representative sample would be 
that of the adult population. This research assumed cognitive mechanisms to be similar in 
humans, especially in relation to the effects of motives and norms on cognition, which is why 
representativeness was not emphasized. 
In regards to sampling, it must also be noted that the sample was from an Australian 
university and it included mostly Australian university students as well as some international 
students. Australian culture differs from other cultures around the world; therefore, the degree 
and type of altruism among Australians might differ from Eastern cultures, for example 
(Hofstede, 2001). Nevertheless, the generalizability of the results should not be limited by 
this fact in any significant manner as the difference in altruism between participants impacted 
the results rather than the baseline degree of altruism in the sample.  
In regards to measures, the perception of the profit-maximization norm was used in this study 
rather than the norm itself. This meant that the measure was not entirely clear-cut. It was not 
clear to what degree this measure was an indication of the actual norm itself – the industry 
norm – and to what degree it was an indication of the perception of the norm. For example, if 
two participants had venture ideas for distinct industries with different levels of strength of 
the profit-maximization norm, the measure for the perceived strength of the profit-
maximization norm could still be the same for both participants if one participant perceived 
the norm in her industry to be stronger or weaker than it actually is – on average. However, 
the perception of the norm could also be different and reflect the actual difference in the 
strength of the norm between the two industries. Therefore, there were two factors that 
influenced this measure: the actual norm and the participant’s personality and prior 
knowledge of the norm – which would determine how she would perceive the norm; 
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 however, it was not clear how much each factor influenced the measure. In order to avoid this 
ambiguity, future studies could ascertain the level of the norm for each industry and examine 
how the norm itself impacts venture ideas and the expression of altruism through 
entrepreneurship. Alternatively, all participants could be asked to generate new venture ideas 
for two specific industries; this way the possible confounding effect of self-selection of 
industry could be avoided. Still better would be to have independent raters rate an industry in 
terms of its social orientation. This way, there would be no priming effect impacting the 
results. This ambiguity was not a major problem for the purposes of this study as it was not 
important which industry the venture ideas were for; what was relevant was how strong the 
participants perceived the profit-maximization norm to be, whichever industry their idea was 
targeted at. Nonetheless, it is always better to use a construct that has clear relationships with 
other underlying constructs. 
The profit-maximization norm has barely been mentioned in the entrepreneurship literature. 
The decision to include this norm in the conceptual framework of this research was based on 
the intuition of the researcher and, subsequently, indications in the literature that this norm 
might indeed be highly relevant to social entrepreneurship, which it turned out to be as per 
the results. As the influence of the profit-maximization norm was not explored through 
interviews before subjecting it to quantitative analysis, a deeper understanding of its role in 
entrepreneurship – especially in relation to social entrepreneurship – in empirical reality is 
needed. While it was discussed earlier that the profit-maximization norm may wield a more 
hidden and unconscious influence on the cognition of potential entrepreneurs, interviewing 
potential entrepreneurs regarding the norm would nonetheless provide rich insight into its 
workings – it may even shed light on whether potential entrepreneurs consciously think of the 
norm to begin with. At a more general level, there appears to be much fertile and unexplored 
area in social entrepreneurship in regards to norms – future research may very well encounter 
rich pickings by pushing the frontier in this direction considering that norms exert strong 
influence over cognition and behavior yet have largely been overlooked in social 
entrepreneurship research, especially empirical research. 
In hindsight, it would have been better to incorporate the average number of hours per week 
into the work experience measure. This was considered but decided against because of the 
intermittent nature of volunteering, where calculating the average number of hours per week 
might be difficult for many participants. Further, it was thought that even a few hours a week 
would expose volunteers to the institutional logics of the Third Sector and that the difference 
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 in familiarity with such logics would not necessarily be directly proportional to the number of 
hours worked per week – the existence of exposure was considered more pertinent than the 
precise amount of exposure given that extant studies had shown that even some voluntary 
experience was instrumental for many social entrepreneurs in creating a social enterprise 
(Shumate, et al., 2014; Tracey, et al., 2011). Another possible limitation of the measure was 
that it did not incorporate recency of the work experience. If work experience in the Third 
Sector is from the distant past and the potential entrepreneur has been working in business 
ever since, it could well be that the familiarity with the institutional logics of business has 
crowded out knowledge of Third Sector logics. Therefore, it is worth testing whether the 
hypothesis would be supported if the aforementioned considerations are accounted for in the 
measure for Third Sector experience. 
As aforementioned, the measure for Third Sector experience could have potentially been 
more influential in the findings if it had considered subtleties such as the hours worked per 
week, recency of experience, and type of experience – nonprofit enterprises and social 
enterprises as separate from non-market-based nonprofits. There appears to be much potential 
in this area as well in terms of providing alternative logics to the business sector, thus 
encouraging social entrepreneurship. It would be fruitful to study under what conditions 
Third Sector logics would be applicable to a market-based venture and what kind of practices 
from the Third Sector would be amenable to intact adoption and adaptation in the market 
setting (c.f. Battilana & Dorado, 2010; Pache & Santos, 2013). Further, the findings also 
point to the importance of alternative logics to that of the business sector. Therefore, 
exploring the dissemination of such alternative logics through social entrepreneurship 
education could be another worthwhile area of research. One thing to keep in mind when 
investigating social entrepreneurship through an institutional lens is that the concept of 
institutional logics is very useful in studying social entrepreneurship, which involves 
competing institutions and such competition and its consequences are best examined through 
institutional logics (Thornton & Ocasio, 2008). 
Overall, there is much to be discovered empirically about social entrepreneurship because of 
the nascent – or nascent to intermediate – stage of social entrepreneurship research. By 
revealing the importance of norms and adding the profit-maximization norm to the social 
entrepreneurship research agenda, this study has opened a new window of research 
opportunity that promises a clearer and a more complete view of the social entrepreneurship 
landscape. 
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 5.10 A final word 
Before the emergence of the concept of social entrepreneurship, scholars, policymakers, and 
practitioners alike were resigned to relying on governments and nonprofits to address the 
overwhelming array of social problems in the world despite knowing full well that such 
reliance came with a long history of disappointment (Dees, 2007). The private sector, on the 
other hand, has often been painted as too profit-driven and amoral to care about the plight of 
the disadvantaged and the downtrodden. However, in social entrepreneurship, many have 
found a new movement to attach their indefatigable hopes on; the excitement and enthusiasm 
around social entrepreneurship is palpable. Only time will tell whether the social 
entrepreneurship phenomenon can live up to the high hopes that have been placed squarely 
on its young shoulders. Whatever may transpire in the future, the potential of social 
entrepreneurship to alleviate endemic social problems is undeniable. The only way to truly 
find out how much of its potential it can fulfill is by removing any fetters that might constrain 
its full expression. The aim of this study was to potentially identify some of the fetters and 
discover mechanisms to counteract such restrictions. It was indeed found that there are strong 
profit-maximization norms in the private sector that dissuade potential entrepreneurs from 
social entrepreneurship and even inhibit the expression of intrinsic altruism in new venture 
ideas. Nevertheless, there are promising ways to counteract such constraints. In conclusion, 
this study provides a novel and deeper understanding of how social entrepreneurship comes 
about in its earliest emergent stages. Only with such understanding is it possible to design 
policies that truly catalyze the social entrepreneurship movement. Research such as this 
makes a small but vital contribution to the social entrepreneurship phenomenon and, by so 
doing, aims to make the world a better place for all. 
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 Appendix 
 
A1. Description of 3D-Printer and instruction to think about a venture idea 
Please read the description of a new technology below and answer the questions that 
follow. 
MIT recently announced the development of a new technology that could revolutionise 
the way all sorts of three-dimensional objects can be made rapidly, directly from a CAD 
(Computer-aided Design) drawing. 
 
The 3DP™ (3D Printer) works by building parts in layers, and out of any material that 
can be obtained in powder (e.g., ceramics, metal, plasters, starch, some kinds of plastics, 
etc.). Working from a computer drawing of the desired object, a “slicing software” 
generates detailed information regarding the structure of each layer and the actual 
3DP™ machine creates the object layer by layer. 
 
Once the first layer is formed, the floor supporting the object is lowered a short distance, 
so that a new layer of powder can be spread, compressed, and glued. This layer-by-layer 
process repeats until the part is completed; unbound powder is then removed, thus 
revealing the finished object. 
 
Comparison with other technologies has shown that the 3DP™ process is relatively 
faster, quieter, cheaper to operate, and can allow for the fabrication of objects with 
complex shapes made with different substances. 3DP™ comes in many sizes, allowing 
for small or large objects to be built. Depending on the powder(s) used, the object can be 
light and flexible or hard and strong. Therefore, a wide variety of objects can be made 
with the 3DP™ technology. 
 
Q: Can you think of a venture idea based on this 3D Printing technology? 
 
(Here, venture means any type of organisation that provides services or goods and earns 
at least part of its total income from doing so. A venture idea involves thinking about a 
solution to a problem as well as thinking about setting up a venture to provide that 
solution.) 
 
Please answer the following step-by-step questions that will help you clarify your 
venture idea. 
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